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The ever increasing utilization of cross-functional teams (CFTs) to address a broad range 
of complex work challenges has made it imperative that factors supporting their effectiveness be 
better understand.  While these teams have great potential for bringing together different sets of 
skills to address the needs of organizations their outcomes have been mixed at best with some 
teams exceeding expectations and many falling far short of initial hopes.  The present study 
seeks to understand the ways in which leader behaviors related to the framing of diversity, team 
and purpose early in the life of a CFT have an impact on initial team member perceptions.  The 
findings revealed no significant effects for Diversity Framing or Team Emphasis Framing on 
team member perceptions.  Framing by the leader with regard to Purpose Clarity, however, was 
shown to impact significantly a number of key dependent measures with Clear Purpose leading 
to higher ratings of Readiness to Engage, Readiness to Learn, and Readiness to Take Risks.  In 
addition, Clear Purpose produced a marginally significant increase in ratings of the measure, 
Feelings of Valuing of Uniqueness.  Lastly, the results showed a significant interaction effect on 
the measure, Team Potency, with higher ratings occurring in the condition when Purpose was 
unclear, Diversity Ignored, but when the concept of Team was emphasized by the Leader.  The 
implications of the results for theory and future research are discussed, as are implications for 
leadership development and the training of team coaches and consultants. 
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Organizations face ever-increasing pressures to innovate and to manage complexity.  One 
adaptation to these pressures has been to utilize cross-functional teams (CFTs) more and more to 
leverage specialization, to increase speed in new product development and launch, and to 
enhance innovation (Keller, 2001; McDonough, 2000; Sarin, 2009; Nakata & Im, 2010; 
Pakarinen & Virtanen, 2017).  Simply defined, CFTs are teams comprised of individuals 
representing a range of functional specializations and knowledge backgrounds with shared goals 
requiring a wider range of information, skills and perspectives.  A common hope expressed when 
organizations leverage this type of team is that project outcomes and speed will be enhanced by 
bringing together colleagues from different backgrounds to manage complex challenges with 
diverse knowledge (McDonough, 2000; Edmondson & Nembhard, 2009; Edmondson & Harvey 
2018).  The increased utilization of these teams in recent years reveals there is an ever growing 
importance in understanding what factors help facilitate their effectiveness as well as those that 
may ultimately hinder their work.   
A great deal of research has been done already on CFTs and the factors impacting their 
effectiveness.  A review of the literature reveals both pros and cons to their usage in 
organizations (Sarin, 2009; Nakata & Im, 2010; Edmondson & Harvey, 2018).  On the positive 
side, CFTs have been shown to increase creativity and work performance in teams (Woodman et 
al., 1993; Nakata & Im, 2010; Zhang, 2016).  One potential advantage to CFTs in support of 
group creativity is that they allow increased information sharing across diverse functions by 
bringing together colleagues from different backgrounds and leveraging multiple perspectives 
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(Lovelace, et al., 2001).  Having multiple sources of information and perspectives within the 
team in this way can enhance innovation and overall performance (Keller, 2001).   
Unfortunately, not all observations of CFTs have been positive.  In addition to the 
benefits observed, there have been a number of challenges found in these types of teams as well.  
CFTs by definition are comprised of colleagues with very diverse backgrounds and can therefore 
experience misalignment as there can be increased disagreement among team members which in 
turn can reduce work performance (Lovelace, et al., 2001).  A broad range of different 
interpretations, assumptions, and understandings of work tasks can exist in CFTs, and thus 
generate conflict dynamics that inhibit performance (Cronin & Weingart, 2007) and reduce 
cohesion (Keller, 2001).  In this way, diverse viewpoints and alternate impressions of team 
purpose and approach can negatively affect the functioning and interpersonal interactions of the 
group.  Given the potential for functional diversity to impact negatively the clarity of purpose 
and direction of CFTs, as well as the quality of interactions between team members, the ways 
CFTs manage and leverage this diversity and define their specific purposes become crucial.  
Insights from the broader literature on the impact of demographic diversity on teams may 
offer some insights into the most effective way of managing cross-functional teams as well.  
Diversity has been shown to have both positive and negative affects on team performance with 
purported benefits associated with enhanced information available in diverse teams and 
negatives related to greater tension between team members in more diverse teams (van 
Knippenberg et al., 2013).  Recent research on diversity in organizations suggests there may be 
value in fostering more inclusive environments which are environments that help everyone feel 
more valued and fairly treated (Nishii, 2013; Shore et al., 2018).   It has been suggested that 
inclusive environments which are greatly influenced by leadership, may serve to enhance both 
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the feelings of valuing of uniqueness of team members as well as their sense of belonging to the 
group (Randel et al., 2018).  The feelings of valuing of uniqueness are thought to encourage 
diverse contributions and help colleagues contribute more fully, while the sense of belonging 
may help individuals feel they are truly a part of something, feel fairly treated and have a role in 
decision making (Randel et al., 2018).   
In addition, the diversity literature has also shown that not all approaches to managing 
diversity have the same impact on all team members, thus a more nuanced way of viewing the 
effects of efforts around diversity may be required (Apfelbaum et al., 2016).   Status in the team 
has, for example, been shown to have an effect on the degree to which team members feel able to 
express themselves (Lichtenstein, et al., 2004).  Efforts at creating inclusive environments may 
thus not be one size fits all and may affect different team members in different ways.  It is for 
this reason that for the purposes of this study, we have chosen specifically to examine the way in 
which team members of lower status are affected by efforts to create more inclusive 
environments. 
While all members of a team have an impact on team life, leaders most of all appear 
positioned to impact profoundly the internal environment of the teams they lead.  Leaders are 
known to shape group norms in terms of creating psychological safety for the expression of 
diverse viewpoints (Edmondson & Nembhard, 2009) and in supporting clear definition of project 
goals, and cooperative behavior within the team (McDonough, 2000).  Inclusive leadership 
which seeks to leverage positive leadership behaviors that impact both the valuing of uniqueness 
and sense of belonging in teams described above, has been proposed as one method for 
enhancing inclusion which in turn may serve to enhance team outcomes (Randel et al., 2018).  
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The ability of leaders to form inclusive environments may therefore be critical to the long-term 
success of CFTs.   
There is some suggestion that early in the life of groups may be an especially important 
time for leaders to shape actively an inclusive environment.  With regard to the overall 
functioning of teams, Gersick (1988) has suggested that the “framework of behavioral patterns 
and assumptions” formed early in the life of a group may in fact have an enduring impact and 
shape patterns of behavior that last until at least the halfway point of a project.  The power of 
these initial beginnings to shape future interactions has also been noted in therapeutic 
interventions (Ginnette, 1986; Pittenger, et al., 1960), in negotiating teams (Bettenhausen & 
Murnighan, 1985), in consulting engagements (Alderfer, 1980), and in business school teams 
(Gersick, 1989).  The importance of these beginnings would also therefore likely be crucial in 
the life of CFTs as well. 
The goal of this study was to examine the reaction of new team members early in the life 
of a CFT to initial framing remarks related to diversity, team, and purpose by the leader.  It is 
these initial moments in team life and the specific behaviors that leaders utilize to navigate those 
moments, which have not been studied extensively in terms of their impact on team member 
perceptions.  The behavioral choices that leaders plan for and then make in the initial meeting 
could have a critical role in shaping the enduring dynamic of the group.  Specifically, this study 
examined the impact of leader framing remarks in terms of diversity, team, and purpose on the 
team members’ individual readiness to engage, readiness to learn, readiness to take risks, 
perceived leader inclusiveness, feelings of belonging, feelings of valuing of uniqueness, and the 
degree of anxiety being felt.   In addition, perceptions of three team focused variables including 
team meaningfulness of work, team psychological safety, and team potency at the very 
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beginning of the formation of a cross-functional team were assessed.  Our hope was to gain 
insights into the ways leaders can most effectively frame their earliest interactions with CFTs in 
order to create a team launch that maximizes team effectiveness and success.  Implications for 

























Definition and Prevalence of CFTs 
A number of trends in the modern workplace have led to an increasing need for 
organizations to be able to leverage the combined talent of different functional backgrounds to 
address complex challenges.  These trends include the ever-increasing pace of knowledge 
growth, organization change, and the expanding pressure on organizations to innovate and solve 
problems with alacrity (Edmondson & Nembhard, 2009).  Cross-functional teams (CFTs), which 
are teams that by definition bring together colleagues with different functional expertise, 
represent one way of meeting this need.  CFTs have been used for many purposes, including to 
address organizational challenges, develop new products / services, launch new products, and 
manage cross-cutting issues (Keller, 2001; McDonough, 2000; Sarin, 2009; Pakarinen & 
Virtanen, 2017).   The need for these kinds of teams has been shown to exist in both the private 
and public sectors (Pakarinen & Virtanen, 2017).   
Part of the expressed rationale for the use of CFTs by many organizations is that such 
teams have the ability to achieve greater success and speed on a broad range of different project 
types (McDonough, 2000).  This enhanced success may occur due to a number of factors 
including the ability of CFTs to allow the leveraging of different skills, effort, knowledge, 
perspectives and communication between colleagues (Keller, 2001; Nakata & Im, 2010; 
Edmondson & Harvey, 2018).  The results of these teams have however been inconsistent and 
not always lived up to the high expectations of the organizations that have chosen to implement 
this approach to working (Keller, 2001; Randel & Jaussi, 2003; Zhang, 2016; Edmondson & 
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Harvey, 2018).   Thus, there is a crucial need for additional research into CFTs to understand the 
specific conditions that lead to their success and also that hinder their progress. 
Benefits of CFTs 
A number of benefits in terms of team performance have been associated with the use of 
CFTs (Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007).  The use of CFTs have supported reduced development time 
for new products, higher quality, better integration of functional expertise, and improved 
leveraging of knowledge in organizations (Edmondson & Nembhard, 2009).  Cross-functional 
teams have also been shown to increase technical quality, schedule performance, and budget 
performance (Keller, 2001).  
CFTs have been shown particularly to enhance creativity in groups (Lovelace, et al., 
2001; Zhang, 2016).  This is especially important when novel ideas to complex problems are 
required.  In their research, Lovelace et al., (2001) found that multiple perspectives and sources 
of knowledge served as catalysts for enhanced creativity in teams when team members were able 
to manage disagreements effectively.  The types of creative task that benefit the most from a 
broader array of perspectives appear to be those that are more complex rather than simple and 
routine (van Dijk et al., 2012).  It appears therefore that CFTs have the potential to support a 
range of positive outcomes for organizations under the right conditions. 
There seem to be a number of mechanisms for the benefits created by CFTs related to the 
flow of information and the comfort colleagues feel in groups.  One potential way that functional 
diversity has been shown to support increased group creativity is through knowledge sharing and 
the leveraging of different viewpoints (Randel & Jaussi, 2003; Zhang, 2016).  This effect appears 
to be moderated in part by the length of time members have been in the group (Zhang, 2016).  
Zhang (2016) found in a survey study of 155 workgroups across twelve companies that the 
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length of time members had been together moderated the impact of group diversity on creativity.  
These effects were seen via the impact of increased longevity specifically on knowledge sharing 
and group cohesion.  Group longevity appears to support greater group cohesion among 
members which suggests there may be advantages to groups that are able to stay together over 
time.  One question that emerges is how can this benefit, which appears to develop with time in 
some groups, be derived earlier in the life of a group.  Are there factors that might help teams 
accelerate their development? 
Limitations of CFTs 
The impact of CFTs has not however been consistent.  In addition to the positive findings 
described above there have also been negative findings in terms of their usage that suggest that 
the extra diversity inherent in these teams can lead to diminished performance at times (Horwitz 
& Horwitz, 2007).  Differences in the ways tasks are framed and understood by CFT members 
can reduce effectiveness and make it more challenging for team members to align (Cronin & 
Weingart, 2007).  In their discussion of the effects of functional diversity in teams, Cronin & 
Weingart (2007), further suggested that a challenge for cross-functional teams emerges in the 
form of different interpretations of team purpose / approach which can negatively affect 
functioning of the group and create dysfunctional team interactions.  Thus, cross-functional 
teams can have challenges in aligning around team purpose and task understandings. 
Team collaboration and cohesion can also be negatively affected by the diversity inherent 
in CFTs.  Increased areas of disagreement and conflict are at times greater in CFTs and serve to 
disrupt the climate of the team and negatively affect performance (Lovelace, et al., 2001; 
Edmondson & Nembhard, 2009).  Lovelace et al., (2001) found as a part of their survey study of 
43 technology teams engaged in product development, that increased diversity resulted in greater 
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task disagreement.  Task disagreement often had the effect of actually reducing innovativeness 
and constraint adherence (i.e. timeliness, ability to meet manager expectations, etc.).  This effect 
was moderated though by the degree to which members felt “freedom to express doubt” and the 
associated risks of sharing alternative viewpoints and criticisms with teams better leveraging 
their diversity when they felt as a whole more comfortable expressing concerns.  Another factor 
influencing the results in this study was the degree to which the team style of communication felt 
collaborative (i.e. rather than contentious).  Thus, disagreement due to differences in functional 
background in an environment where doubts couldn’t be expressed in collaborative ways 
appeared to diminish performance the most.  When doubts could be expressed however and were 
done so in a more collaborative way, the negative impact of task disagreement was reduced.  
Finally, in another research study, a longitudinal examination of 93 cross-functional teams 
showed that group cohesion actually diminished over time in the CFTs mediated by the level of 
job stress (Keller, 2001).    
Taken together the research literature demonstrates that a range of challenges and 
paradoxes have been observed for CFTs.  Of great importance and urgency for scholars and 
practitioners alike is to learn the specific factors and conditions that enhance the effectiveness of 
these teams.  What helps them achieve their creative and effectiveness potential?  In the next 
section factors that support the success of CFTs are explored. 
Factors that Help CFTs Thrive 
Given the increasing prevalence of CFTs in the modern workplace and the demonstrated 
paradox of both positive and negative results from their use, it becomes essential to examine the 
factors that may help their performance.  Fortunately, there are a number of specific team 
effectiveness ingredients that have been shown to help CFTs work more successfully.   
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The ways teams and team tasks are structured and the degree of autonomy teams are 
given have an impact on the success of CFTs.  Task design has been shown to impact results 
with functional diversity leading to positive performance outcomes when tasks are truly 
interdependent between team members (Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007).  Tasks that require varied 
sets of knowledge and skill to complete are those best suited to CFTs whereas tasks that can be 
performed more independently may not be best suited for this approach.  In addition, task 
complexity also has an effect on the level of innovation in CFTs with more benefit derived when 
teams are working on complex tasks rather than simple more mundane tasks (van Dijk et al., 
2012).   This suggests that the very nature of the work tasks in terms of level of challenge may 
play a crucial role in the success of these teams.  Complex tasks by their nature require 
consideration of a broader range of information and often may benefit from leveraging different 
perspectives.  Lastly, based on research in cross-functional Research and Development teams, it 
appears that the degree of team autonomy built into decision-making and approaches to work 
impacts performance with greater autonomy leading to more effectiveness via its effects on 
psychological safety (Chandrasekaran & Mishra, 2012).  The more autonomous and empowered 
the team feels, the more psychological safety that then exists which in turn impacts outcomes.   
Superordinate identity which can be described as the sense of shared identity and the 
level of commitment to the group, to group goals, and to the degree of success appears especially 
important to cross-functional team functioning.  In their research, Nakata & Im (2010) studied 
206 high tech industry product development teams by surveying the impressions of team leaders 
with regard to the degree of team integration, and their supervisors with regard to assessment of 
new product performance.  Examination of these teams revealed that those with a strong 
superordinate identity appeared to possess greater cross-functional integration and through that 
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greater integration achieve higher managerial ratings of product performance.  High 
superordinate identity was proposed by the authors to enhance managerial ratings of success 
potentially by helping build strong group boundaries, a sense of interdependence, and a sense of 
shared destiny.  The intrateam factor of social cohesion was also found to be significant in this 
research and supported a greater degree of cross-functional integration when present at higher 
levels.   
Nakata and Im (2010) had also hypothesized initially that the level of autonomy in the 
team would be related to integration and productivity, but it actually turned out that greater team 
autonomy in this particular study did not in fact lead to greater integration and higher 
performance.  This was thought after reflection perhaps to be because without sufficient structure 
and leadership, team members may be pulled in different directions and in fact pulled back to the 
core priorities of their individual functional role.  Building on the findings from Nakata & Im 
(2010), it seems plausible perhaps that there may be a need to help CFT members find balance in 
their responsibilities and identity between their functional and CFT role.  CFTs thus may need a 
strong sense of identity and a clear purpose in order to thrive.   
In addition to the ways in which the team and team tasks are structured, and in which 
identity is felt in teams, the flow of information into and within a CFT has a significant effect on 
the ability of the group to leverage its diversity.  The quality of inputs from resources outside of 
the group in many ways reflect the degree of support in the larger organizational context in 
which the team functions.  Increased access to and communication with key colleagues and 
stakeholders outside the team due to the varied functional backgrounds of CFT team members 
have been shown to enhance both the technical quality of work, schedule, and budget 
performance (Keller, 2001).  These connections outside the team are one way a CFT derives 
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value from its diversity.  Consistent with these findings, a strong identity related to one’s core 
function has been shown to enhance information flow to the CFT (Randel & Jaussi, 2003).  
The climate of a team represents various aspects of the psychological experience of being 
in the group, and begins forming from the very first moments team members come together.  The 
elements affecting the climate include a range of factors like the freedom to express true feelings 
of doubt, emotions experienced in the team, and the degree of psychological safety experienced 
by team members (Anderson & West, 1998, Gonzalez-Roma et al., 2009, Edmondson and Lei, 
2014).  In order to leverage broader communication and knowledge in the group it appears the 
degree of freedom team members feel to communicate doubts and reservations (Lovelace et al., 
2001) is predictive of success.  In addition, the degree of positive or negative affect in general 
can impact the climate and team performance with negative affect in team members reducing 
generative aspects of creativity (Jordan et al., 2006).  Specific to more diverse teams, differences 
between individuals can lead to conflict or concerns about conflict which it turn can create 
anxiety with concomitant negative work outcomes including reduced creativity (Pelled, 1996; 
Byron and Khazanchi, 2011).  It is therefore plausible that some of the negative effects on 
performance observed in CFTs have been due to levels of anxiety present in the team in relation 
to diversity. 
A number of other behaviors in teams in general have been shown to support positive 
outcomes.  Learning behavior in teams is related to greater team effectiveness  (Edmondson, 
2003; van Der Vegt & Bunderson, 2005).  In their research, van Der Vegt & Bunderson (2005) 
found that high team identification helped support a positive connection between team diversity 
and learning.  Risk taking behaviors have also been associated with enhanced effectiveness 
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(Ozaralli, 2003).  Risk taking in terms of speaking up to authority has been observed to aid both 
learning and problem solving (Edmondson, 2003). 
A number of team focused factors have also been shown to influence work outcomes.  
Aspects of team empowerment have been shown to lead groups to be more proactive, and to 
demonstrate greater degrees of client service, satisfaction, and commitment (Kirkman & Rosen, 
1999).  Elements of empowerment include the level of meaningfulness team members feel in 
their work as well as the degree of team potency (Guzzo, 1993; Thomas & Tymon, 1994; 
Kirkman & Rosen, 1999).  Similarly, the degree of psychological safety colleagues feel to take 
risks and share information (Edmondson and Lei, 2014), also influences effectiveness.   
Building further on the theme of team psychological safety, in a classic study on 
manufacturing teams, psychological safety was associated with greater team learning which in 
turn led to enhanced performance (Edmondson, 1999).  In their research Chandrasekaran & 
Mishra (2012), studied professionals across 110 R&D projects in 34 high technology business 
units.  Psychological safety was found to impact performance indicators of schedule, budget, 
quality, tech performance, and the satisfaction of team members indirectly through its influence 
on team turnover.  Nembhard & Edmondson (2006) in a study of cross-functional teams in 
neonatal intensive care units also found that psychological safety predicted the level of 
engagement of staff.  In this way, enhancing the sense of psychological safety may enhance the 
readiness of team members to engage with their work.    
Taken together, there is strong evidence that a number of key factors support the work of 
teams in general, and CFTs specifically.  The way that tasks are designed and the complexity and 
clarity of those tasks impact effectiveness as does the degree of autonomy that teams are given in 
their work.  The superordinate identity linking team members from different backgrounds and 
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helping them value their diversity appears important, as does the sense of team identity and the 
clarity around purpose that exists in the group.  The climate teams experience in terms of 
psychological safety, learning, and risk taking, and degree of anxiety also shape the ability of the 
group to achieve and sustain synergy.  Lastly, the empowerment of the team including the degree 
of meaningfulness and team potency, also play a role in the experience of being in the CFT.  In 
the next section we will review the diversity literature more broadly to see if there are additional 
variables that may influence our study of CFTs. 
Insights into Team Effectiveness from the Broader Team Diversity Literature 
There have been a number of disparate findings from the literature on diversity in teams.    
As in the work on CFTs, there have been noted paradoxes in team effectiveness related to 
broader sources of diversity with both positive and negative effects (van Knippenberg et al., 
2013).  While diverse teams have in them great potential for enhanced creativity and for higher 
quality decision making (McLeod et al., 1996; Watson et al., 1993), the more diverse the team 
the decreased level of attachment (Tsui et al., 1992), the higher level of conflict (Devine et al., 
1999) and the higher rate of turnover (Jackson et al., 1991; Milliken and Martins, 1999) that has 
been shown.  Some of the benefits are thought to be associated with increased levels of 
knowledge from diverse team membership while some of the challenges can relate to negative 
tensions between team members (van Knippenberg et al., 2013).  More recent research suggests 
that inclusive climates play a role in maximizing team success (Nishii, 2013; Shore et al., 2018).  
These inclusive climates may support greater effectiveness through fostering a sense of both 
uniqueness and belonging in teams (Randel et al., 2018).   
In Nishii’s research (2013), it was proposed that a climate for inclusion would have 
positive effects on work units with regard to gender diversity.  In this study, 1,324 colleagues 
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from 100 departments a large biomedical company were surveyed.  Climates for inclusion were 
defined as those that created conditions where an individual’s group status (i.e. gender) in the 
organization was not the determining factor for accessing resources, developing expectations, or 
for gaining access to opportunities for building connections across groups and the sharing of 
ideas.  The data suggested that inclusive climates with regard to gender reduced interpersonal 
bias with the effect that gender diversity in these environments resulted in lower levels of 
conflict dynamics.  In addition, enhanced unit satisfaction was also observed (Nishii, 2013).  
The status of group members has been shown to have an impact on reactions to 
interventions and ways of framing or describing diversity.  It turns out that higher status group 
members react better to certain kinds of framings with regard to the rationale for diversity in 
organizations than lower status group members.  In their survey research study of 229 workers in 
Dutch organizations, Jansen et al., (2016) examined the relationship between approaches to 
framing organizational diversity, group status, and organizational outcomes.  Specifically, they 
compared what is termed the “color-blind” approach in which diversity is ignored and broader 
themes of equality are stressed to the “multicultural” approach in which differences are directly 
highlighted and explicitly described as adding value.  The impact of these strategies was found in 
this research to vary by group membership with majority group members responding more 
favorably with regard to work satisfaction and perceived innovation to the color-blind approach 
and minority group members responding more favorably to the multicultural approach (Jansen et 
al., 2016).  The perception of diversity approaches is thought to impact feelings of inclusion in 
group members which in turn impact outcome variables including work satisfaction and 
perceived innovation.  Feelings of inclusion mediate the impact of diversity framing on the 
outcome variables.  Thus, the directness of the framing of messages around diversity appears to 
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impact outcomes based on majority/minority status in groups.  It may be that similar dynamics 
could emerge with regard to functional diversity as well. 
Apfelbaum et al., (2016) proposed in their research on minority groups in organizations 
that the actual size itself of one’s minority social group may have an impact on the way 
approaches to diversity are perceived in organizations due to differences in representational 
concerns.  Representational concerns are defined as concerns that may exist for group members 
about standing out and appearing distinct in some way specifically due to their membership in 
such groups (i.e. women, African Americans).  An emphasis to diversity on naming and 
specifically describing differences between groups was thought to have a more positive impact 
on those social groups that were larger in an organization (i.e. women) as compared to smaller 
social groups (i.e. African Americans).  On the other hand, an emphasis on the framing of 
equality between social groups was thought to impact more positively those groups that were 
smaller in size.  The emphasis on equality was proposed to reduce representational concerns in 
those smaller groups for whom the potential of standing out may have created more negative 
feelings and concerns. 
In order to test their hypotheses a series of five studies were conducted (Apfelbaum et al., 
2016).  The first study utilized a survey of 257 adults to show that in fact members of smaller 
minority groups (i.e. African Americans) did have more representational concerns than members 
of larger minority groups (i.e. women).  In the second study, an online survey of 204 subjects 
using challenging anagram tasks was used to assess the impact of the two diversity approaches in 
terms of performance and persistence.  The results illustrated that for white women the value in 
diversity approach resulted in better performance.  When black women and men were combined 
for analysis the equality based approach was better for performance in that group.  Persistence 
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was not impacted by the approach.  In a third study using a survey, 542 subjects were assessed 
for representational concerns and then for performance and persistence using the same anagram 
task.  The results suggested that indeed African Americans possessed more representational 
concerns than Caucasians.  In addition, it was found that the valuing diversity approach yielded 
better performance for Caucasian women while the equality based framing enhanced 
performance for African American men and women.  Additional studies in this research revealed 
that the specific numerical representation impacted the effects of the different approaches to 
diversity.  In minority groups that represented only a very small percentage of an organization 
(i.e. a level of 5%) the equality based approach worked best with regard to measures of 
performance and persistence whereas for groups representing a larger proportion of the 
organization (i,e. a level of 40%) the naming of diversity approach worked best for these 
measures.  In the fifth and final study in this series the researchers looked at the impact of real 
world diversity statements on turnover in organizations.  The results suggested that the more a 
diversity statement stressed the value in diversity approach the lower rates of attrition for women 
(marginally significant).  On the other hand, the more diversity statements stressed equality the 
lower the rates of attrition for African Americans.  
Taken together the findings of Apfelbaum et al., (2016) suggest that the approach chosen 
to frame and describe diversity has a very direct impact on both work performance and 
persistence.  In addition, the framing may have differential impacts on groups based on whether 
they are a large (i.e. just under half of a group) or a much smaller minority of the group.  Larger 
minority groups may benefit more from the valuing of diversity approach whereas smaller 
groups appear to respond better to the equality approach.  It is possible that similar dynamic may 
exist in cross-functional teams where one specialty area is viewed as more in the minority than 
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others.  For the current study we are curious about the effects of different diversity framings on a 
group member representing a small minority of a nontechnical specialty on a more technically 
oriented team because status dynamics have been shown to affect the degree of participation in 
CFTs (Lichtenstein, et al., 2004).  For a group that is a smaller minority specialty in a CFT it 
may be that being directly naming of diversity will not be as effective as being more indirectly 
inclusive similar to the manner in which the equality framing was found to be more effective for 
smaller minority groups by Apfelbaum et al., (2016). 
Approaches to Leadership in CFTs 
A potentially crucial variable key to our understanding of the overall performance of 
cross-functional teams and their ability to leverage diversity is the specific approach that the 
leader takes to working with their team (Edmondson & Nembhard, 2009).  In this section, the 
importance of the approach to leadership and how it impacts aspects of team performance will be 
described.  We will illustrate a pattern in the literature across a range of variables in which more 
participative and inclusive and motivating leadership behaviors seem to enhance the 
effectiveness of CFTs. 
Leaders that utilize behaviors that are more participative, and encourage active 
involvement in discussion and decision making positively affect CFT performance (Sarin & 
McDermott, 2003; Sarin & O’Connor, 2009).  The same studies also revealed that initiation of 
goal structure which involves clearly describing and assigning tasks and behaviors also benefits 
these teams.  In their survey study of 246 members from 64 New Product Development Teams, 
Sarin and O’Conner (2009) examined the relationship between a series of leadership 
characteristics and the team’s internal dynamics.  They found that leaders who were participative 
in their approach to decision making, and thus valuing of diverse perspectives, had teams that 
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were more effective with regard to conflict resolution, collaboration, and communication.  In 
addition, leaders that were clear about setting challenging goals and thus creating a strong sense 
of purpose and support also positively impacted team performance through more effective 
conflict resolution, collaboration, and communication.  These effects are consistent with the 
insights offered by the GRPI model initially proposed by Beckhard (1972), and further discussed 
by Burke (1982) in the context of team building.  The GRPI model of team effectiveness (i.e. 
GRPI = Goals, Roles, Processes, and Interpersonal Relationships) suggests that defining a clear 
purpose is crucial to team success.  The GRPI model further proposed that the energy of teams is 
often more efficiently directed at first clarifying team goals, roles, and task clarity as compared 
to focusing initially on enhancing the quality of interpersonal relations.  Interpersonal 
relationships were thought to improve when the other factors were addressed first.  The GRPI 
model was initially presented in part as a commentary and critique of the tendencies of some 
consultants at times to privilege interpersonal relationships in their work with teams.  The current 
study offers an opportunity to look again at the interplay between the impact of framing remarks 
by the leader related to purpose clarity, diversity, and the sense of team on team member 
perceptions. 
Transformational leadership has also been shown to enhance CFT performance (Keller, 
2006).  Researchers defined transformative leadership as including the ability to use language to 
inspire team members to achieve a shared unified vision of success and to go beyond their 
functional and individual aspirations.  In this longitudinal survey study, Keller (2006) followed 
118 research and development teams from five firms and found that both transformational 
leadership qualities and efforts at initiating structure positively impacted a range of performance 
metrics including technical quality, schedule, cost, profitability, and speed to market.   
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Lastly, Inclusive Leadership, defined as a style of leadership utilizing comments and 
actions that specifically values and elicits the views of others and acknowledges their importance 
and contributions to the team has been shown to impact team performance positively through its 
impact on psychological safety (Nembhard & Edmondson, 2006).   Leadership that is more 
inclusive through greater openness, accessibility, and availability helps build the sense of 
psychological safety which also in turn promotes creativity (Carmelli et al., 2010; Hirak et al., 
2012).  When this inclusiveness was modeled and encouraged in cross-functional healthcare 
teams it facilitated the leveraging of differences in perspective and status to overcome barriers 
that may exist (Nembhard & Edmondson, 2006).  In this way leader behaviors that are inclusive, 
encouraging of openness, and participatory can create an environment where valuing of diversity 
and of team are high. 
In a review of the literature on inclusive leadership, Randel et al., (2018) suggest that 
environments fostering inclusion may positively impact both the sense of valuing of uniqueness 
experienced by team members as well as their sense of belonging to the group.  Contributions 
from diverse perspectives are proposed to be more likely in this kind of environment that is 
valuing of uniqueness while the experience of belonging builds a sense of being a part of 
something, feeling fairly treated, and of having a role in decision making (Randel et al., 2018).  
In these environments group members may identify more with their group and experience more 
psychological empowerment.  These factors are proposed in their model to impact outcomes like 
creativity, job performance and turnover. 
Taken together these studies of participative, transformational, and inclusive leadership 
all suggest that leaders able to involve and inspire a sense of team among members and to 
articulate clear goals have positive effects on the CFTs they lead.  In addition, it appears that the 
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behaviors related to involving team members and thus being inclusive with regard to diversity as 
well as the clarifying of goals and team purpose broadly all serve to enhance performance. 
Team Effectiveness Factors Impacted by Approach to Leadership  
A number of team effectiveness factors have been shown to be directly impacted by 
approach to leadership.  Leaders can support the creation of a positive climate and trust in teams 
(Norrgren & Schaller, 1999; Webber, 2002).  The perceived fairness of the team leader towards 
team members which is established by creating a respectful climate has been shown to enhance 
task performance, team performance and citizenship behaviors (Qiu et al., 2009).  In addition, 
efforts to encourage shared team learning, open communication, the involvement of team 
members in decision making foster a sense of shared commitment (Jassawalla & Sashittal, 
2000).   Leaders can also influence the performance of teams through their effect on 
psychological safety and team member affect (Edmondson, 2003; Schaubroeck et al., 2011).  In 
their survey study, Schaubroeck et al., (2011) examined data from 999 participants from 191 
financial services teams.  They found that affect based trust in the leader had a positive impact on 
team performance through a greater sense of psychological safety.  Thus, it appears that leader 
behaviors that are inclusive of diversity, emphasize team, and communicate the rationale and 
purpose for a team’s work enhance overall effectiveness.  A question still to be addressed relates 
to the point in a team’s development when leader behaviors have their greatest impact.  
Team Development Stages 
The traditional model of team effectiveness suggests that teams progress through a series 
of stages as they develop and mature in their working relationships.  The classic phases termed 
Forming, Storming, Norming, and Performing were first presented by Tuckman (1965). A fifth 
phase “Adjourning” has also been added to some versions of the model (Tuckman and Jensen, 
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1977).   In addition to the Tuckman model, the Drexler & Sibbet (1988) Team Performance 
Model (TPM) describes seven stages of team development as teams progress from Orientation, 
to Trust Building, Goal Clarification, Commitment, Implementation, High Performance, and 
Renewal.  There are other models as well all depicting a steady progression as team members 
spend time working together.   
In fact, as described earlier, increased team tenure has been shown to support the work of 
CFTs.  Zhang’s research (2016) suggests that teams that have been together longer seem to have 
enhanced communication suggesting that group longevity is one positive moderator of the link 
between functional diversity and team creativity.  If more time together can positively impact 
information sharing and cohesion which then in turn impact creativity, it becomes important to 
think about how to accelerate the information sharing and cohesion in groups so that this benefit 
can be obtained with maximum efficiency.   
In addition to the stage models of team development there has been compelling work on 
team progression described by Gersick (1988), which suggests that the early beginnings of a 
team have a profound effect on its launch and initial trajectory.  Gersick (1988) described the 
power of beginnings to shape prolonged trajectory of teams followed by the sometimes dramatic 
changes that can occur at the midpoint.  A midpoint transition can often occur in a style she 
termed “punctuated equilibrium” borrowing from evolutionary theory to define a point where a 
sudden and at times dramatic transition occurs.  In the setting of initial trajectory great 
importance has been given to early influences.   
In support of Gersick’s (1988) suggestion that initial trajectories are important in working 
relationships there are findings in a number of other domains.  Initial trajectories in therapy 
dyads have been shown to affect the course of treatment (Ginnette, 1986; Pittenger et al., 1960).  
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In addition, opening stages of negotiation have also been shown to have great impact on 
outcomes (Bettenhausen & Murnighan, 1985).  The beginnings of projects in teams (Gersick, 
1989) and consulting engagements (Alderferer, 1980) have also been shown to influence overall 
results.  Given we know that leaders are uniquely positioned to impact teams across a range of 
dimensions it follows logically that the comments leaders make and the behaviors leaders utilize 
early in the life of a team might be especially important to team member perceptions and affect 
as well as eventually to team outcomes.  For the purposes of this research study we assume that 
leader behaviors are central to the early trajectory of the team and we seek to assess their specific 
influence on team member perceptions and affect. 
The Present Study 
An opportunity exists to explore the impact that leader behaviors have on initial 
perceptions of CFT team members at both the individual and team level.  The early impressions 
created by the leader’s framing around diversity, team identity and task may set the stage for a 
group’s initial trajectory.  Understanding the things that leaders do early in the life of the group 
that impact team member perceptions and affect could help support the preparation of leaders of 
CFTs in their work and give teams tools for better managing their performance and the quality of 
their experience collaborating together.  This study has been set in the biomedical field in the 
context of a new cross-functional product launch team.  This is an area of particular importance 
in industry given the tremendous time and resources required to bring new medicines to market 
successfully in effective and efficient ways to serve patients (Cardinal, 2001).  
This research study examines team member perceptions and affect by varying the kinds 
of framing remarks leaders make with regard to diversity, team, and purpose in an initial team 
launch meeting.  Based on the importance shown above of the effect on team climate of leader 
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inclusiveness we felt that variations in the way leaders described the team’s diversity would be 
highly impactful.  We also felt that the leaders framing with regard to team would be crucial to 
study given the importance of superordinate identity and collaboration.  Given the high impact of 
team purpose and the clarity of task components on performance we also thought that varying 
the manner in which leaders framed the purpose of the team meeting would be essential to 
examine.   
Specifically, we chose to vary framing remarks around the way the leader describes the 
diversity in the team in three ways:  The leader was either Direct— Inclusive with regard to 
diversity of the team by directly naming the cross-functional diversity; Indirect— Inclusive 
where the leader did not specifically name the cross-functional diversity of the team, but still 
uses language to be inclusive of the team members; and Ignoring— Non-inclusive where the 
leader did not name diversity and also did not utilize inclusive language of any kind related to 
cross-functional diversity.  
We varied team emphasis in two ways to impact the degree to which subjects may feel a 
superordinate identity with regard to the team: The leader either specifically emphasized the 
concept of team and of being a part of the team or did not emphasize the concept of team at all.   
We varied the framing around team purpose in two ways given the insights related to the 
discussion of the GRPI model which emphasized the importance of focusing of purpose clarity to 
enhance team effectiveness: The leader either presented the purpose of the meeting in a manner 
that was clear or unclear.   
We then examined the impact of the different combinations of diversity, team, and 
purpose framing remarks on the readiness of team members to engage, on readiness to learn, 
readiness to take risks, perceived leadership inclusiveness, feelings of belonging, feelings of 
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valuing of uniqueness, and degree of anxiety as well as perceived team psychological safety, 
team meaningfulness of work, and team potency.   
Hypotheses:  
Diversity Frames: Individual Focused Outcomes 
•Hypothesis 1a: Participants in CFTs with leaders who frame the first meeting in a manner that is 
Direct—Inclusive or Indirect—Inclusive with regard to diversity will experience greater 
readiness to engage, readiness to learn, readiness to take risks, perceived leader inclusiveness, 
feelings of belonging, and feelings of valuing of uniqueness, than participants with leaders who 
frame the first meeting in a manner Ignoring— Non-inclusive of diversity. 
•Research Question: We don’t believe there is enough existing empirical research to develop 
specific hypotheses regarding differences between the Direct—Inclusive and Indirect—Inclusive 
Diversity frames and so pose the following as a general research question to explore:  It may be 
that as described above for smaller minority group members the Direct—Inclusive frame for 
diversity will not be as effective as the Indirect—Inclusive frame perhaps due to higher levels of 
anxiety induced by the more direct frame or other potential cognitive or emotional effects that 
may underlie the findings described in Apfelbaum et al., (2016).  Any impact on anxiety that did 
occur could in turn affect some of the other dependent variables in our study as well.  We will 
examine the experimental data for any patterns in this regard. 
Diversity Frames:  Team Focused Outcomes 
•Hypothesis 1b: Participants in CFTs with leaders who frame the first meeting in a manner that is 
Direct—Inclusive or Indirect—Inclusive with regard to diversity will perceive greater team 
psychological safety, meaningfulness, and potency, than participants with leaders who frame the 
first meeting in a manner Ignoring— Non-inclusive of diversity. 
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Team Frames: Individual Focused Outcomes 
•Hypothesis 2a: Participants in CFTs with leaders who frame the first meeting in a manner 
Emphasizing Team will experience greater readiness to engage, readiness to learn, readiness to 
take risks, perceived leader inclusiveness, feelings of belonging, and feelings of valuing of 
uniqueness, while having lower levels of anxiety and sense of uniqueness than participants with 
leaders who frame the first meeting in a manner Not Emphasizing Team. 
Team Frames:  Team Focused Outcomes 
•Hypothesis 2b: Participants in CFTs with leaders who frame the first meeting in a manner 
Emphasizing Team will perceive greater team psychological safety, meaningfulness, and 
potency, than participants with leaders who frame the first meeting in a manner Not Emphasizing 
Team. 
Purpose Frames: Individual Focused Outcomes 
•Hypothesis 3a: Participants in CFTs with leaders who frame the first meeting with a Clear 
Purpose will experience greater readiness to engage, readiness to learn, readiness to take risks, 
perceived leader inclusiveness, feelings of belonging, and feelings of valuing of uniqueness 
while having lower levels of anxiety than participants with leaders who frame the first meeting 
with an Unclear Purpose. 
Purpose Frames:  Team Focused Outcomes 
•Hypothesis 3b: Participants in CFTs with leaders who frame the first meeting with Clear 
Purpose will perceive greater team psychological safety, meaningfulness, and potency, than 








Participants in this study were 865 individuals drawn from a pool of potential survey 
candidates identified by Qualtrics, Inc.  All subjects were at least 25-years old, possessed a 
bachelor’s degree or more in terms of education, and were working full time, and evenly 
balanced in terms of gender.   
The demographic data of participants are presented below and summarized in Table 1.  
With regard to gender, 50.2% of the respondents were male (n = 428) and 49.5% were female (n 
= 422), and 0.30% (n = 3) were transgendered.  In terms of age, 11.1% of the subjects were 
between 21-29 (n = 95); 23.8% were from 30-39 (n = 203); 28.1% were from 40 to 49 (n = 240); 
19.3% were 50 to 59 (n = 165); and 17.6% were 60 years old or older (n = 150).  Thus, 63% of 
subjects were between the ages of 25 and 49 while 37% were 50 years and older in age.   
With regard to race / ethnicity 85.6% of the subjects were Caucasian (n = 730); 4.3% 
were from Black or African American (n = 37); 4.0% were Hispanic (n = 34); 3.6% were Asian / 
Pacific Islander (n = 31); and 2.5% were of Multiple Ethnicity (n = 21).   With regard to English 
as a first language, 95.5% of the subjects stated English was their first language (n = 815); and 
4.5% of subjects reported English was not their first language (n = 38). 
In terms of work experience, 8.9% of the subjects had between 1-5 years of work 
experience (n = 76); 19.8% had between 6-10 years (n = 169); 16.2% had between 11 to 15 years 
(n = 138); 10.0% had between 16 to 20 years (n = 85); and 45.1% had 20 years or more (n = 
385).  With regard to hours worked per week, 89.8% of the subjects were working 40 or more 
hour per week (n = 766); and 10.2% were working 1-39 hours per week (n = 87).  In terms of 
managerial experience, 45.9% of the subjects had between 1-5 years of managerial experience (n 
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= 392); 19.7% had between 6-10 years (n = 168); 13.2% had between 11 to 15 years (n = 113); 
6.1% had between 16 to 20 years (n = 52); and 15.0% had 20 years or more (n = 128).  Lastly, in 
terms of job level, 20.2% of subjects reported as being at the Owner/Executive/C-Level (n = 
172); 17.4% were Senior Management (n = 148); 22.2% were Middle Management (n = 189); 
29.0% were Intermediate (n = 247); 5.7% were Entry Level (n = 49); and 5.6% were rated 
themselves as Other in terms of level (n = 48). 
________________ 
Insert Table 1 Here 
Design 
The research design is a 3x2x2 factorial with the independent variables of Diversity 
Framing (Direct—Inclusive, Indirect—Inclusive, Ignoring—Non-inclusive), Team Emphasis 
Framing (Emphasizing Team, Not Emphasizing Team), and Clarity of Purpose Framing (Clear 
Purpose, Unclear Purpose).  We collected data on approximately 65-75 subjects per experimental 
condition. 
Procedure  
The data were obtained for this study through a confidential online survey using the 
platform and survey pool of Qualtrics, Inc.  Participation was voluntary and those that completed 
the survey were offered points from Qualtrics, Inc., which could be used for various products and 
services.  The research was described to participants as being part of a study investigating 
perceptions that people have about developing new products in organizations.  After granting 
consent, participants were then presented with a scenario describing a new product launch 
project with a group of six people that have not yet met in a fictional medical company called 
“New Century Medicines.” The scenario described the specific roles of the colleagues including 
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the role of the participant in the study.  We assigned the participants the role of a “training 
specialist” because we felt the largest number of people would be able to relate to this role as 
opposed to the more technical roles also described in the scenario.  We also thought that this 
non-technical role may be perceived as being in the minority and of lower status than the other 
roles described in the vignette, and so participants might wonder if their contributions would be 
as valued as those of other project members.  We felt including this element in the vignette 
would serve to amplify for all participants the effect of the primes we plan to present to them 
later.  The scenario mentioned an upcoming project meeting which all members will be attending 
and closed with a brief comment that there is some concern about what it might be like to work 
on the product launch project.  This was also included with the goal of further amplifying the 
effect of the different leadership primes that follow.  The statement read by all study participants 
is presented below. 
Instructions: 
 
Welcome to our research study.  We are examining aspects of how new products are 
developed in organizations.   
 
In the pages that follow we will ask you to read a description of a newly formed product 
launch project at New Century Medicines, a global company seeking to discover and 
develop innovative products.   We want you to imagine that you are working on that new 
project and that you will be participating in an upcoming meeting. 
 
After carefully reading the description, and taking a moment to imagine yourself as a 
part of that meeting, we will describe a scenario for you and you will be asked to 
complete some questions about your experience.  We are interested in how you would 
think, feel, and react if you were a part of that project meeting. 
 
All responses will be confidential and examined only at the summary group level.  Thank 
you for taking the time to participate in our study. 
 
The New Product Launch Meeting  
 
New Century Medicines is a large biotechnology company seeking to develop effective 
medicines for patients.  Recently, a new medicine called Vitalirsen has successfully 
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completed the clinical trial process and is now in the process of being approved by the 
Food and Drug Administration (FDA). 
 
You are a Training Specialist beginning work with this dynamic new product launch 
program at New Century Medicines.  This project is being initiated to manage the launch 
of Vitalirsen, a leading edge cardiovascular medicine, to patients.  High levels of 
competition in the industry have made it essential that New Century Medicines accelerate 
its product launch efforts.   
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
The staff participating in the project are as follows: 
 
Project Leader and Head of Marketing:  Chris Holloway, Ph.D.   
Dr. Holloway, is a senior leader with a background in both Research and Development 
and in Marketing Analytics.   Dr. Holloway manages marketing analysis for a portfolio of 
potential new products, and has management and oversight responsibilities for the 
Vitalirsen product launch program. 
 
Head of Sales: Pat Johnson, Ph.D.   
Dr. Johnson is senior leader responsible for coordinating the global efforts of the sales 
force in their approach to meetings with potential vendors including pharmacy benefit 
managers to describe the benefits of new products for patients.  Dr. Johnson, has 
successfully lead the sales ramp up for several successful new products in the past. 
 
Medical Director: Armani Tomba, M.D. 
Dr. Tomba is a senior medical professional responsible for the overall development and 
evaluation of new product programs.  Dr. Tomba has been working on the development 
of Vitalirsen for seven years from early laboratory research through the current clinical 
trials. 
 
Project Manager: Parker Thompson, M.A. 
Parker, is a mid-level professional responsible for coordinating meeting times and 
agendas and following up on progress.  Parker, has managed the launch of several 
successful products in the past. 
 
Operations: Alex Washington, M.S. 
Alex, is a mid-level professional responsible for coordinating with manufacturing around 
technical specifications and production timelines for the launch.  Alex’s specialization is 
in managing the supply chain and the technical operations of the contract manufacturing 
sites. 
 
Training Specialist, Sales: B.A.  You 
You are an early career professional responsible for evaluating and supporting the 
training needs of the sales representatives to prepare them for dialogue with 
physicians around the benefits to patients of Vitalirsen. 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Your Project Leader, Dr. Holloway, has called everyone together today for the first 
meeting of those participating in the launch.  As you are preparing to meet those people 
involved, you are wondering how the meeting will go.  You have had a range of 
experiences working on these product launch programs in the past and are curious what 




After reading over the scenario, subjects were then asked to imagine the beginning of 
their first meeting together, and the way their project leader might start the conversation.   
Specifically, all participants were informed that: 
Start of the Meeting 
 
When the morning of the launch meeting arrives you make your way to the conference 
room to join the discussion.  After everyone arrives and settles into their chairs, your 
leader, Dr. Holloway, opens the meeting by saying. . . . 
 
Participants were then shown one of twelve possible meeting introductions from the project 
leader which will be described below in the experimental manipulation section.  After reading 
the instructions by their leader, participants were next asked to complete the research 
questionnaire.   At the conclusion of answering all of the questions, subjects were then debriefed 
with a summary of the study goals and recommended readings.  The full set of study materials is 
presented in Appendix A. and the research questionnaire is presented in Appendix B. 
Experimental Manipulations 
We will first discuss the Diversity and Team Frames which were integrated together 
when presented to the subjects.  We will then discuss the Purpose frames.  In all twelve 
conditions the Purpose frames follow the integrated Diversity and Team frames. 
Diversity Framings  
The Diversity Framing variable in the study were manipulated by presenting three 
different sets of introductory remarks from the project leader.  The three levels of this 
manipulation were Direct— Inclusive where the leader was specific about the diversity of the 
team by being directly naming of cross-functional diversity; Indirect— Inclusive where the 
leader did not specifically name the cross-functional diversity of the team, but used language still 
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to be inclusive; and Ignoring— Non-inclusive where the leader did not name diversity and also 
did not utilize inclusive language of any kind related to cross-functional diversity.  
Each of the frames began with a welcome to the meeting reinforcing the comments in the 
initial scenario description about the group being part of a new product launch.  The Direct— 
Inclusive diversity frames were inclusive by using the words “variety of functional background” 
and “different backgrounds” in the text.  The Indirect— Inclusive diversity frames did not 
mention cross-functional diversity directly and instead were inclusive by emphasizing the 
importance of  “each perspective” and of needing “each” person for the project.  In this way, the 
remarks were inclusive of team members from diverse backgrounds, but without explicitly 
naming the source of diversity.  The Ignoring— Non-inclusive diversity frames did not address 
diversity directly nor did they stress the importance of each perspective.  They literally ignored 
the topic of inclusion altogether.  Each frame then closed with a comment stressing the group 
would work to make the project a success.   
Tables 2 and 3 illustrate the differences between the diversity frames in more detail side 
by side.  In Table 2, we hold constant the Emphasizing Team Frame and underline the 
differences with regard to the three diversity frames.  In Table 3, we hold constant the Not 
Emphasizing Team Frame and underline the differences with regard to the three diversity frames. 
Table 2:  Diversity Frames by Emphasizing Team Frame Combinations 
 
Diversity Direct—  
Inclusive / Emphasizing Team 
 
1. Good morning, it is good to be 
here with you.   
 
2. You are all members of a team 
representing a variety of functional 
backgrounds all of which will be 
essential to our work.   
 
3. We need you to work across your 
Diversity Indirect— Inclusive / 
Emphasizing Team 
 
1. Good morning, it is good to be 
here with you.   
 
2. You are each members of our 
team and each of your perspectives 
will be essential to our work.   
 
 
3. We need each of you to work 
Diversity Ignoring— Non-
Inclusive / Emphasizing Team   
 
1. Good morning, it is good to be 
here with you.   
 
2. You are members of our team, 




3. We need you to work together as 
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different functional backgrounds 
together as a team because our 
ultimate success on the project will 
rely on all of the expertise and 
diversity in the room today.  
Because of your different 
backgrounds, all of you are essential 
to the team to be successful.   
 
4. Leveraging our diversity and 
expertise together will help launch 
this new medicine for patients.   
together as a team because our 
ultimate success on the project will 
rely on the expertise that we have in 
the room today.  Your perspectives 
are essential to the team to be 




4. Leveraging our perspectives and 
expertise together will help launch 
this new medicine for patients.   
a team because our ultimate success 
on the project will rely on the 
expertise we have in the room today.  
The team is essential to be 





4. Leveraging our expertise together 
will help launch this new medicine 
for patients.   
 
Table 3:  Diversity Frames by Not Emphasizing Team Frame Combinations 
 
Diversity Direct— Inclusive /  
Not Emphasizing Team 
 
1. Good morning, it is good to be 
here with you.   
 
2. You are all representing a variety 
of functional backgrounds all of 
which will be essential to the work.   
 
3. We need you to work across your 
different functional backgrounds 
because the ultimate success on the 
project will rely on all of the 
expertise and diversity in the room 
today.  Because of your different 
backgrounds, all of you are essential 
to be successful.   
 
4. Leveraging your diversity and 
expertise will help launch this new 
medicine for patients.   
Diversity Indirect— Inclusive /  
Not Emphasizing Team 
 
1. Good morning, it is good to be 
here with you.   
 
2. Each of your perspectives will be 
essential to the work.   
 
 
3. We need each of you to do this 
work because the ultimate success 
on the project will rely on the 
expertise that we have in the room 
today.  Your individual perspectives 




4. Leveraging your perspectives and 
expertise will help launch this new 
medicine for patients.   
Diversity Ignoring—Non-
Inclusive /  
Not Emphasizing Team 
1. Good morning, it is good to be 
here with you.   
 




3. You need you to do this work 
because the ultimate success on the 
project will rely on the expertise in 






4. Leveraging your expertise will 
help launch this new medicine for 
patients.   
 
Team Emphasis Framing 
The Team Emphasis Framing variable was manipulated by presenting two different kinds 
of introductory remarks from the leader in combination with one of the three different diversity 
frames described above.  In the Emphasizing Team conditions, the language included specific 
references to the idea of being part of a team for the project.  We utilize language like “Team 
representing,” “our work,” or “together as a team.”  In the Not Emphasizing Team conditions 
there was no language included about the notion of being part of a team for the project.   
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In Tables 4, 5 and 6, we compare side by side the differences between the language used 
in the Emphasizing Team frame and the Not Emphasizing Team frame for each of the three 
diversity conditions.  Table 4 illustrates the two different team frames for the Direct— Inclusive 
Diversity condition.  The underlined text varies between the frames with regard to the two team 
conditions.   
Table 4:  Diversity Direct— Inclusive Frame by Team Emphasis Frame Combinations 
 
Diversity Direct— Inclusive / Emphasizing 
Team 
 
1. Good morning, it is good to be here with you.   
 
2. You are all members of a team representing a 
variety of functional backgrounds all of which will 
be essential to our work.   
 
3. We need you to work across your different 
functional backgrounds together as a team because 
our ultimate success on the project will rely on all of 
the expertise and diversity in the room today.  
Because of your different backgrounds, all of you 
are essential to the team to be successful.   
 
4. Leveraging our diversity and expertise together 
will help launch this new medicine for patients.   
 
Diversity Direct— Inclusive /  
Not Emphasizing Team 
 
1. Good morning, it is good to be here with you.   
 
2. You are all representing a variety of functional 
backgrounds all of which will be essential to the 
work.   
 
3. We need you to work across your different 
functional backgrounds because the ultimate 
success on the project will rely on all of the 
expertise and diversity in the room today.  Because 
of your different backgrounds, all of you are 
essential to be successful.   
 
4. Leveraging your diversity and expertise will help 
launch this new medicine for patients.   
	
	
Table 5 illustrates the two different team frames for the Indirect— Inclusive Diversity 
condition.  The underlined text varies between the two team conditions.   
	
Table 5:  Diversity Indirect— Inclusive Frame by Team Emphasis Frame Combinations 
 
Diversity Indirect— Inclusive / Emphasizing 
Team 
 
1. Good morning, it is good to be here with you.   
 
2. You are each members of our team and each of 
your perspectives will be essential to our work.   
 
3. We need each of you to work together as a team 
because our ultimate success on the project will rely 
on the expertise that we have in the room today.  
Diversity Indirect— Inclusive /  
Not Emphasizing Team 
 
1. Good morning, it is good to be here with you.   
 
2. Each of your perspectives will be essential to the 
work.   
 
3. We need each of you to do this work because the 
ultimate success on the project will rely on the 
expertise that we have in the room today.  Your 
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Your perspectives are essential to the team to be 
successful.   
 
4. Leveraging our perspectives and expertise 
together will help launch this new medicine for 
patients.   
 
individual perspectives are essential to be 
successful.   
 
4. Leveraging your perspectives and expertise will 
help launch this new medicine for patients.   
 
	
Table 6 illustrates the two team frames for the Ignoring— Non-Inclusive Diversity 
condition.  The underlined text again here varies between the two team conditions.   
	
Table 6:  Diversity Ignoring— Non-Inclusive Frame by Team Emphasis Frame 
Combinations 
 
Diversity Ignoring—Non-Inclusive /  
Emphasizing Team   
 
1. Good morning, it is good to be here with you.   
 
2. You are members of our team, and will be 
essential to our work. 
 
3. We need you to work together as a team because 
our ultimate success on the project will rely on the 
expertise we have in the room today.  The team is 
essential to be successful.   
 
4. Leveraging our expertise together will help 
launch this new medicine for patients.   
 
Diversity Ignoring—Non-Inclusive /  
Not Emphasizing Team 
 
1. Good morning, it is good to be here with you.   
 
2. You will be essential to the work 
 
 
3. You need to do this work because the ultimate 
success on the project will rely on the expertise in 
the room today.  
 
 
4. Leveraging your expertise will help launch this 
new medicine for patients.   
 
 
Clarity of Purpose Framing 
The Clarity of Purpose Framing variable was manipulated by presenting two different 
introductory remarks from the leader after the diversity and team framing remarks.  The two 
levels of this manipulation were clear purpose and unclear purpose and were presented after the 
six integrated diversity / team frames described above.  Both frames began with a sentence 
stating the purpose of the meeting.  In the clear purpose frame though specific details about the 
purpose were included related to ways of working, roles and responsibilities, norms, and 
decision-making.  In the unclear purpose frame the specifics were left vague and unspecified. 
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Clear Purpose = The purpose of our meeting today is to discuss in detail our ways of 
working together as we move forward on our launch of Vitalersen.  We will talk about 
roles and responsibilities, work norms, and our approach to decision making.  Let’s get 
started. 
 
Unclear Purpose = We are here in our meeting today to have discussion as we move 
forward on our launch of Vitalersen.  Let’s get started. 
 
Dependent Measures   
Our primary dependent measures were divided into individual focused scales and 
perceived team focused scales.  All of the measures were chosen, as detailed in the literature 
review, because they had been suggested as success factors for teams.  The individual focused 
variables sought to assess each participant’s individual experience after reading the stimulus 
materials.  We specifically measured Readiness to Engage, Readiness to Learn, Readiness to 
Take Risks, Perceived Leadership Inclusiveness, Feelings of Belongingness, Feelings of Valuing 
of Uniqueness, and Anxiety.  The team focused scales asked participants to imagine how they 
felt the group as a whole might respond to the comments from their leader.  We measured 
perceptions of Team Meaningfulness, Team Potency, and Team Psychological Safety.  The items 
comprising each scale are presented below in greater detail along with the alpha value for the 
scale.  We used existing scales when possible and created new scales when adequate measures of 
our constructs did not exist. 
Individual Focused Measures 
Readiness to Engage (α = .90) was a measure created for this study and was assessed 
with the following three questions: “I would feel comfortable sharing my ideas in this meeting.”  
“My views will be taken into consideration in the discussion.”  “My perspective will be wanted 
in the meeting.”  Items are rated on a seven-point scale (i.e. strongly disagree = 1, strongly agree 
= 7).  
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Readiness to Learn (α = .91) was a measure created for this study and was assessed with 
the following three questions:  “I feel motivated to learn more about the project.”  “I want to 
learn about the work of my colleagues.”  “I am open to learning in support of the project.”  Items 
are rated on a seven-point scale (i.e. strongly disagree = 1, strongly agree = 7). 
Readiness to Take Risks (α = .93) was a measure created for this study and was assessed 
with the following three questions:  “I think risk taking will be supported in the project.”  “I will 
feel comfortable taking risks for the team.”  “I think it will be safe to take risks for the project.”  
Items are rated on a seven-point scale (i.e. strongly disagree = 1, strongly agree = 7). 
Perceived Leader Inclusiveness (α = .78) was assessed with the following three questions 
(modified from Nembhard & Edmondson, 2006): “I think the project leader will encourage 
others to take initiative.”  “I think the project leader will ask for input from team members that 
belong to other functions.”  “I think the project leader will not value the opinions of others.”  
Items are rated on a seven-point scale (i.e. strongly disagree = 1, strongly agree = 7). 
Feelings of Belongingness (α = .95) was a measure we created for this study based on the 
work of Randel et al., (2018) and was assessed with the following three questions:  “I feel I 
belong to this team.”  “I feel I am part of this team.”  “I feel included in this team.”  Items are 
rated on a seven-point scale (i.e. strongly disagree = 1, strongly agree = 7). 
Feelings of Valuing of Uniqueness (α = .95) was a measure we created for this study 
based on the work of Randel et al., (2018) and was assessed with the following four questions: “I 
feel valued for what I bring to the team.”   “This team is a place where I will feel valued for what 
makes me unique.”  “I will feel appreciated in this team for what I have to offer.”  “I feel my 
background will be valued in this team.”  Items are rated on a seven-point scale (i.e. strongly 
disagree = 1, strongly agree = 7). 
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Anxiety (α = .75) was assessed using the scale developed by Spielberger et al., (1970), 
and then modified for this study using six questions:  “How much would you feel anxious as the 
meeting continues?”  “How much would you feel comfortable as the meeting continues?” “How 
much would you feel worried as the meeting continues?” “How much would you feel nervous as 
the meeting continues?”  “How much would you feel relaxed as the meeting continues?”  “How 
much would you feel calm as the meeting continues?”  Items are rated on a seven-point scale 
(i.e. Not at All = 1, Very Much = 7). 
Team Focused Measures 
For each of the three team focused dependent measures below, the original items used the 
word “team.”  We changed the word “team” to the word “group” in these measures because 
Team Emphasis was one of our independent variables.  We felt the word “group” was more 
neutral and thus less likely to bias responses to the scales or to the manipulation checks that 
followed by inadvertently introducing the concept of “team” right as participants were selecting 
their ratings.   
Perceived Team Meaningfulness (α = .94) was assessed with the following six questions 
(modified from Thomas & Tymon, 1993):  “The group will care about what it does.”  “The 
group will believe that its work was valuable.”  “The group will believe that the projects are 
significant.”  “The group will feel that the purpose is important.”  “The group will find what it is 
trying to do to be meaningful.”  Items are rated on a seven-point scale (i.e. strongly disagree = 1, 
strongly agree = 7). 
Perceived Team Psychological Safety (α = .79) was assessed with the following six 
questions (modified from Edmondson, 1999):  “I think if you make a mistake on this group, it 
will be held against you.”  “Members of this group will be able to bring up problems and tough 
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issues.”  “People in this group will reject others for being different.”  “It will feel safe to take a 
risk in this group.”  “It will be difficult to ask other members of this group for help.”  “No one on 
this group would deliberately act in a way that undermines my efforts.”  “Working with members 
of this group, my unique skills and talents will be valued and utilized.”  Items are rated on a 
seven-point scale (i.e. strongly disagree = 1, strongly agree = 7). 
Perceived Team Potency (α = .93) was assessed with the following eight questions 
(modified from Guzzo et al., 1993):  “The group will have confidence in itself.”  “The group will 
believe it could be extremely good at producing high-quality work.”  “The group will expect to 
be known as a high-performing team.”  “The group will feel it could solve any problem.”  “The 
group will believe it could be very productive.”  “The group will be able to get a lot done when it 
works hard.”  “The group will believe that no job was too tough.”  “The group will expect to 
have influence.”  Items are rated on a seven-point scale (i.e. strongly disagree = 1, strongly agree 
= 7). 
Manipulation Checks 
Diversity Framing.  The Diversity Framing manipulation was assessed with the following 
manipulation checks: “The leader specifically mentioned the functional diversity of members of 
the project in the meeting.”  “The leader specifically mentioned the importance of each 
individual’s perspective in the meeting?”  Items were rated on a seven-point scale (i.e. strongly 
disagree = 1, strongly agree = 7).  Two additional items were also used:  “How explicit was the 
leader about mentioning the functional diversity of members of the project in the meeting?”  
“How explicit was the leader about mentioning the importance of each individual’s perspective 
in the meeting?”  Items were rated on a seven-point scale (i.e. not at all explicit = 1, very explicit 
= 7).  Lastly, the final manipulation check for this IV was the following forced choice question:  
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“In introducing the meeting, the leader (Choose one): A. Specifically mentioned that the 
functional backgrounds of group members were important.  B.  Specifically mentioned that each 
individual group member’s perspective was important.  C.  Did not mention A or B.” 
Team Emphasis Framing.  The Team Emphasis Framing manipulation was assessed with 
the following manipulation check on a seven-point scale  (i.e. strongly disagree = 1, strongly 
agree = 7).  “The leader specifically mentioned the importance of being part of a team in the 
meeting.”  An additional manipulation check was also used with a different seven point scale 
(i.e. not at all explicit = 1, very explicit = 7).  “How explicit was the leader about mentioning that 
group members were a part of a team?”  Lastly, the final manipulation check for this IV was the 
following forced choice question:  “In introducing the meeting, the leader (Choose one):  A.  
Mentioned that the group members were a part of a team.  B.  Did not mention that group 
members were a part of a team.” 
Purpose Clarity Framing.  The Purpose Clarity Framing manipulation was assessed with 
the following manipulation checks on a seven-point scale  (i.e. not clear at all = 1, very clear = 
7).  “In introducing the meeting, the leader clearly defined the purpose of the meeting.”  “In 
introducing the meeting, was the leader clear about the topics to be discussed in the meeting?”  
Lastly, the final manipulation check for this IV was the following choice question:  “In 
introducing the meeting, the leader (Choose Yes/No for each):  A.  Mentioned the need to 
discuss roles & responsibilities?  B.  Mentioned the need to discuss group norms?  C.  Mentioned 
the need to discuss decision-making?” 
Demographic Data 
 After collecting our research data we then collected demographic data from the 
participants across the following variables: Age, Gender, Race/ethnicity, English as a First 
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Language, Educational attainment, Years of work experience, Employment status (full-time/part-












In order to account for subjects who may have stopped participating in the study, and 
taken a break before finishing, data from subjects with overall response times totaling greater 
than 100 minutes were discarded.  We chose this demarcation limit based on the maximum 
length of time we thought subjects could remain actively engaged with the survey (Matjasic et 
al., 2018).  This eliminated 12 subjects from the overall data set of 865 subjects leaving a total 
sample of 853 subjects with an average response time of 14 minutes and 39 seconds. The 12 
cases excluded from the sample had a mean response time of four hours and 53 minutes. 
Manipulation Checks 
All data were analyzed using SPSS software.  To determine if the manipulation of the 
Diversity independent variable was effective at all three levels (Inclusive-Direct, Inclusive-
Indirect and Ignoring), we created two separate scales using a 7-point Likert scale format for 
each.  The first scale was related to the leader’s comments on the importance of functional 
diversity.  We anticipated that the Direct Diversity and Indirect Diversity conditions would both 
rate higher than the Ignoring condition.  In addition, we thought the subjects would form three 
distinct groups with the Direct Diversity condition being rated higher than the Indirect Diversity 
Condition followed by the Ignoring of Diversity condition.  The second scale was related to the 
leader’s emphasis on the valuing of different perspectives.  We anticipated that the responses for 
the Direct and Indirect Diversity condition would both rate more highly than responses in the 
Ignoring of Diversity condition.  Given the paucity of research on perspectives being valued we 
were not sure if there would be a difference between the Direct and Indirect Diversity conditions.  
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The specific items used for each composite scale and the results are described in more detail 
below. 
For the first Diversity scale about functional diversity we used two questions.  The first 
question was, “The leader specifically mentioned the functional diversity of members of the 
project in the meeting (1 to 7-- Strongly disagree to Strongly agree).”  The second question was, 
“How explicit was the leader about mentioning the functional diversity of members of the project 
in the meeting (1 to 7– Not explicit at all to Very explicit)?”  These two items were combined 
into a composite scale with a reliability of .83.  Analysis of Variance revealed significant 
differences between the three levels of the Diversity independent variable [F(2, 850) = 32.38, p < 
.000, η2 = .071].  Subjects in the Direct-Inclusive Diversity condition had a mean rating of 5.87 
which was significantly higher than the Indirect-Inclusive Diversity condition mean rating of 
5.31 (p < .001) and also than the Ignoring of Diversity condition mean rating of 4.95 (p < .001).  
In addition, subjects in the Indirect-Inclusive Diversity condition rated the scale significantly 
higher than those in the Ignoring of Diversity condition (p < .01).   Thus, this manipulation check 
successfully differentiated between the three groups of the Diversity Independent variable.   
For the second Diversity scale about valuing each perspective we also used two 
questions.  The first question was, “The leader specifically mentioned the importance of each 
individual’s perspective in the meeting (1 to 7-- Strongly disagree to Strongly agree).”  The 
second question was, “How explicit was the leader about mentioning the importance of each 
individual’s perspective in the meeting (1 to 7– Not explicit at all to Very explicit)?”  These two 
items were combined into a composite scale with a reliability of .81.  Analysis of Variance 
revealed significant differences between two levels of the Diversity independent variable [F(2, 
850)  = 3.59, p < .05, η2 = .008].  Subjects in both the Direct-Inclusive Diversity condition and 
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the Indirect-Inclusive Diversity condition had identical mean ratings of 5.83 and thus were not 
significantly different from each other (p < .99).   Subjects in the Direct-Inclusive Diversity 
condition and the Indirect-Inclusive Diversity condition did however have mean ratings 
significantly higher than subjects in the Ignoring of Diversity condition which had a mean rating 
of 5.59 (p < .05).  Subjects in both the Direct and Indirect Diversity Frames apparently felt the 
leader expressed that their perspectives would be valued.  Thus, this scale differentiated between 
the Ignoring Diversity frame and the Direct / Indirect Diversity frames, but not between the 
Direct and Indirect Diversity Frames.  Taken together, the two Diversity manipulation checks 
were effective at differentiating between the three levels of the independent variable. 
To determine if the manipulation of the Team Emphasis independent variable was 
effective, we asked subjects to respond to two items about the leader’s comments with regard to 
team using a 7-point Likert scale.  These two items were combined into a composite scale.  The 
first question was, “The leader specifically mentioned the importance of being part of a team in 
the meeting (1 to 7-- Strongly disagree to Strongly agree).”  The second question was, “How 
explicit was the leader about mentioning that group members were a part of a team (1 to 7– Not 
explicit at all to Very explicit)?”  These two items were combined into a composite scale with a 
reliability of .83.  Analysis of Variance revealed significant differences between the two levels of 
the Team Emphasis independent variable [F(1, 851) = 9.78, p < .025, η2 = .011].  Subjects in the 
Team Emphasis condition had a mean rating of 5.88 which was significantly higher than those in 
the Do Not Emphasize Team condition which had a mean rating of 5.63 (p < .01).  Thus, the 




To determine if the manipulation of the Purpose clarity independent variable was 
effective, we asked subjects to respond to two items about the leader’s comments about purpose 
using a 7-point Likert scale.  These two items were combined into a composite scale.  The first 
question was, “In introducing the meeting, how clear was the leader in defining the purpose of 
the meeting (1 to 7– Not clear at all to Very clear)?”  The second question was, “In introducing 
the meeting, was the leader clear about the topics to be discussed in the meeting? (1 to 7– Not 
clear at all to Very clear)?”  These two items were combined into a composite scale with a 
reliability of .77.  Analysis of Variance revealed significant differences between the two levels of 
the Purpose independent variable [F(1, 851) = 15.77, p < .01, η2 = .018].  Subjects in the Clear 
Purpose condition had a mean rating of 5.67 which was significantly higher than those in the 
Unclear Purpose condition which had a mean rating of 5.32 (p < .001).  Thus, the Purpose 
manipulations were shown to be effective and differentiate between the two levels of the 
variable. 
Descriptive Statistics 
The correlations between each of the dependent variables are illustrated in Table 7.  As 
expected, Readiness to Engage, Readiness to Learn, Readiness to Take Risks, Perceived Leader 
Inclusiveness, Feelings of Belonging, Feelings of Valuing of Uniqueness, Team Meaningfulness, 
Team Psychological Safety, and Team Potency were all positively correlated with each other, 
and these variables were all negatively correlated with Anxiety.   
________________ 




There is much debate in the statistics literature about the flexible use of covariates in 
experimental designs (Schneider, 2015; Wang et al., 2017).   We elected not to include the 
demographic variables in the analysis as covariates for three reasons.  First, the study participants 
were randomly assigned to the mutually exclusive categorical groups within each independent 
variable.  Randomization helps to ensure that any demographic differences are equivalent 
between and within groups of participants (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2014).  This is especially true 
with large sample sizes (Gravetter & Wallnau, 1985; Hoyle, et al., 2002; Kazdin, 2017).  Given 
our large sample size of 853 participants, it is highly likely that random assignment would 
effectively eliminate any demographic differences between experimental groups.  Thus, any 
differences between the mean scores of the dependent variables for each group in this study 
could not be attributed directly to any demographic differences (Arfin, 2012).  Second, the 
argument has been made strongly that one should not include covariates that were not clearly 
specified in advance in an analysis plan (Ledgerwood et al., 2017; Simonsohn et al., 2014).  This 
is because inclusion of covariates after the fact can have the effect of increasing type 1 error 
(Simmons et al, 2011).  Adding covariates can also have the effect of reducing experimental 
power (Norman & Streiner, 2014; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2014).  In the present study we did not 
specify in advance any hypotheses about possible demographic covariates.  Third, a number of 
researchers have also proposed more broadly the value of keeping experimental models as 
simple as possible to support understanding and reliability (Schwab et al., 2009; Ellis, 2010; 
Schwab et al., 2011).  In this way we feel the most parsimonious approach to the analysis of the 





Data Analysis Strategy 
MANOVA was used to examine the impact of the experimental manipulations (three 
levels of the diversity IV, two levels of the team IV, and two levels of the purpose IV) on the 
seven individual focused dependent variables and on the three team focused dependent variables.  
We conducted one MANOVA for the individual focused dependent variables, and one 
MANOVA for the team focused dependent variables.  MANOVA was chosen because it was the 
most direct approach and offered an advantage over ANOVA by reducing the potential for type 1 
errors to occur (Hair et al., 2010).  After the two MANOVAs were run, separate ANOVAs were 
then utilized to explore more deeply the patterns of significance that were revealed for each 
dependent variable.   
Individual Focused Dependent Variables 
The first step in utilizing MANOVA is to examine the correlations between the 
dependent variables.  MANOVA theoretically specifies that the dependent variables must be 
correlated moderately to strongly (i.e. Pearson’s r = .40 to .90).  If the dependent variables are 
too weakly correlated then the model will not be valid.  On the other hand, if the variables are 
too strongly correlated then the variance that is left in the data isn’t sufficient to fit the model 
because the dependent variables are too similar (Huberty & Olejnik, 2006).  An examination of 
the degree of correlation illustrated in Table 2 between the individual focused dependent 
variables reveals that six of the variables are within appropriate boundaries for the MANOVA 
(Pearson’s r (851) = .54 to .89, p < .001) and one, “Anxiety,” is not (Pearson’s r (851) = -.19 to -
.40, p < .001).  For this reason, we omitted the “Anxiety” dependent variable from the 
MANOVA model of the individual focused dependent variables and then ran a separate ANOVA 
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to test the effects of the independent variables on this specific dependent variable later in the data 
analysis procedure. 
Table 8 presents the results of the MANOVA for the individual focused dependent 
variables.  In the use of MANOVA we calculated four test statistics (Pillai’s Trace, Wilks’ 
Lambda, Hotelling’s Trace, and Roy’s Largest Root).  Though these statistics often track 
together, in order to determine which statistic is most appropriate for examining the findings it is 
essential also to run the Box’s Matrix Test to assess whether or not the covariance matrix of the 
data is homogeneous or not.  If the data do not meet this requirement then Pillai’s Trace is the 
most appropriate of the four test statistics to utilize in interpreting the results (Huberty & Olejnik, 
2006).  As determined by the Box’s Matrix for this data set, (Box’s M (231, 572246) = 592.54, p 
< .001), the covariance matrix was not homogenous and thus Pillai’s trace was the most 
appropriate test statistic to interpret the results.  Given the determination that Pillai’s trace was 
the most appropriate test statistic, the results suggest that the effect of the Purpose Condition on a 
linear combination of the six dependent variables was found to be statistically significant (F(6, 
836) = 2.24, p < .05, η2 = .02, Pillai’s Trace = .016).  The effects of the Diversity Condition, the 
Team Condition, and the two-way and three-way interactions between the conditions were not 
statistically significant (p > .05).  
________________ 
Insert Table 8 Here 
 
Having learned from the MANOVA that the significant results in the analysis of the 
individual focused dependent variables were in the purpose manipulation, the next step was to 
conduct univariate ANOVAs to identify the specific sources of those significant effects among 
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the dependent variables.  Table 9, illustrates the means and standard deviations of the individual 
focused dependent variables for each experimental condition.  
________________ 
Insert Table 9 Here 
 
Readiness to Engage   
As illustrated in Table 10, there was a significant main effect of the purpose condition on 
“Readiness to Engage” (F(1, 853) = 3.84, p < .05, η2 = .005).  As hypothesized, participants in 
the clear purpose condition were higher on “Readiness to Engage” (M = 5.84, SE = .056) than 
participants in the unclear purpose condition (M = 5.69, SE = .056). 
Analysis of variance for “Readiness to Engage” revealed no main effects for the Team 
Frame (F(1, 853) = 0.05, p < .83), and the Diversity Frame (F(2, 853) = 0.45, p < .64).   None of 
the two-way interactions were significant: Diversity by Team (F(2, 853) = 0.89, p < 0.41), 
Diversity by Purpose (F(2, 853) = 1.13, p < 0.32), and Team by Purpose (F(1, 853) = 0.07, p < 
0.79).  The three-way interaction Diversity by Team by Purpose also did not approach 
significance (F(2, 853) = 1.66, p < .19).   
________________ 
Insert Table 10 Here 
 
Readiness to Learn   
As illustrated in Table 11, there was a significant main effect of the purpose condition on 
“Readiness to Learn” (F(1, 853) = 4.70, p < .05, η2 = .006).  As hypothesized, participants in the 
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clear purpose condition were higher on “Readiness to Learn” (M = 6.23, SE = .047) than in the 
unclear purpose condition (M = 6.08, SE = .047).   
Analysis of variance for “Readiness to Learn” revealed no main effects for the Team 
Frame (F(1, 853) = 0.18, p < .67), and the Diversity Frame (F(2, 853) = 0.68, p < .51).   None of 
the two-way interactions were significant: Diversity by Team (F(2, 853) = 0.44, p < 0.65), 
Diversity by Purpose (F(2, 853) = 2.06, p < 0.13), and Team by Purpose (F(1, 853) = 0.34, p < 
0.56).  The three-way interaction Diversity by Team by Purpose also did not approach 
significance (F(2, 853) = 1.35, p < .26).   
________________ 
Insert Table 11 Here 
 
Readiness to Take Risks   
As illustrated in Table 12, there was also a significant main effect of the purpose 
condition on “Readiness to Take Risks” (F1, 853 = 5.77, p < .05, η2 = .007).   As hypothesized, 
participants in the clear purpose condition were higher on “Readiness to Take Risks” (M = 5.28, 
SE = .067) than participants in the unclear purpose condition (M = 5.06, SE = .067).   
Analysis of variance for “Readiness to Take Risks” revealed no main effects for the 
Team Frame (F(1, 853) = 0.00, p < .98), and the Diversity Frame (F(2, 853) = 1.39, p < .25).   
None of the two-way interactions were significant: Diversity by Team (F(2, 853) = 1.24, p < 
0.29), Diversity by Purpose (F(2, 853) = 0.70, p < 0.50), and Team by Purpose (F(1, 853) = 0.09, 
p < 0.77).  The three-way interaction Diversity by Team by Purpose was marginally significant 





Insert Table 12 Here 
 
Perceived Leader Inclusiveness 
The ANOVA results for “Perceived Leader Inclusiveness” are illustrated in Table 13.  
The analyses revealed no main effects for the Purpose Frame (F(1, 853) = 0.51, p < .48), Team 
Frame (F(1, 853) = 0.62, p < .48), and Diversity Frame (F(2, 853) = 0.15, p < .86).  None of the 
two-way interactions were significant: Diversity by Team (F(2, 853) = 0.69, p < .50), Diversity 
by Purpose (F(2, 853) = 0.10, p < .90), and Team by Purpose (F(1, 853) = 0.01, p < .95).  The 
three-way interaction Diversity by Team by Purpose also did not approach significance (F(2, 
853) = 1.03, p < .36).   
________________ 
Insert Table 13 Here 
 
Feelings of Belongingness 
The ANOVA results for “Feelings of Belongingness” are shown in Table 14.  The 
analyses revealed no main effects for the Purpose Frame (F(1, 853) = 0.59, p < .44), Team 
Frame (F(1, 853) = 0.08, p < .78), and the Diversity Frame (F(2, 853) = 1.50, p < .23).   None of 
the two-way interactions were significant: Diversity by Team (F(2, 853) = 0.14, p < .87), 
Diversity by Purpose (F(2, 853) = 1.58, p < .21), and Team by Purpose (F(1, 853) = 0.01, p < 
.92).  The three-way interaction Diversity by Team by Purpose also did not approach 





Insert Table 14 Here 
 
Feelings of Valuing of Uniqueness 
As illustrated in Table 15, there was a marginally significant main effect of the Purpose 
Condition on “Feelings of Valuing of Uniqueness” (F(1, 853) = 3.01, p < .08, η2 = .004).  As 
hypothesized, participants in the clear purpose condition were higher in “Feelings of Valuing of 
Uniqueness” (M = 5.72, SE = .056) than in the unclear purpose condition (M = 5.58, SE = .056).   
Analysis of variance for “Feelings of Valuing of Uniqueness” revealed no main effects 
for the Team Frame (F(1, 853) = 0.01, p < .93), and the Diversity Frame (F(2, 853) = 0.76, p < 
.47).   None of the two-way interactions were significant: Diversity by Team (F(2, 853) = 0.39, p 
< 0.68), Diversity by Purpose (F(2, 853) = 0.48, p < 0.62), and Team by Purpose (F(1, 853) = 
0.15, p < 0.70).  The three-way interaction Diversity by Team by Purpose also did not approach 
significance (F(2, 853) = 0.52, p < .59).  
________________ 
Insert Table 15 Here 
 
Anxiety 
The ANOVA results for “Anxiety” are shown in Table 16.  The analyses for “Anxiety” 
revealed no main effects for the Purpose Frame (F(1, 853) = 0.604, p < .44), Team Frame (F(1, 
853) = 1.46, p < .23), and the Diversity Frame (F(2, 853) = 0.175, p < .84).  None of the two-
way interactions were significant: Diversity by Team (F(2, 853) = 1.17, p < .31), Diversity by 
Purpose (F(2, 853) = 1.35, p < .26), and Team by Purpose (F(1, 853) = 0.958, p < .33).  The 
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three-way interaction Diversity by Team by Purpose also did not approach significance (F(2, 
853) = 0.432, p < .65).   
________________ 
Insert Table 16 Here 
 
Summary of Individual Focused Hypotheses 
Hypothesis 1a proposed that both the Direct and Indirect Diversity condition would show 
higher ratings on the seven individual focused dependent variables (“Readiness to Engage,”   
“Readiness to Learn,” “Readiness to Take Risks,” “Perceived Leader Inclusiveness,” “Feelings 
of Valuing of Uniqueness,” “Feelings of Belongingness,” and “Anxiety”) than the Ignoring of 
Diversity condition.  This hypothesis was not supported.  None of the seven independent 
dependent variables showed significant differences between the Diversity conditions.  The 
research question exploring differences between the Direct and Indirect Diversity Emphasis 
conditions did not reveal any significant differences. 
Hypothesis 2a proposed that the Emphasize Team condition would show higher ratings 
on the seven individual focused dependent variables than the Do Not Emphasize Team condition.  
This hypothesis was not supported.  None of the seven dependent variables showed significant 
differences between the Team conditions. 
Hypothesis 3a proposed that the Clear Purpose condition would show higher ratings on 
the seven individual focused dependent variables than the Unclear Purpose condition.  This 
hypothesis was partially supported.  Ratings on “Readiness to Engage,” “Readiness to Learn,” 
and “Readiness to Take Risks” were all higher in the Clear Purpose Condition than in the 
Unclear Purpose Condition as predicted.  In addition, ratings on the measure, “Feelings of 
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Valuing of Uniqueness,” were also higher in the Clear Purpose versus the Unclear Purpose 
condition as predicted reaching marginal significance (p < .08).  The ratings for “Perceived 
Leader Inclusiveness,” “Feelings of Belonging,” and “Anxiety,” did not show significant 
differences between the Purpose Conditions. 
Team Focused Dependent Variables 
The three team focused dependent variables analyzed with MANOVA were “Team 
Meaningfulness of Work,” Team Psychological Safety,” and “Team Potency.”  Table 17, 
presents the results of the MANOVA for the team focused dependent variables.  In the use of 
MANOVA for the team focused dependent variables we calculated four test statistics (Pillai’s 
Trace, Wilks’ Lambda, Hotelling’s Trace, and Roy’s Largest Root).  As we did with the 
individual focused IVs above, we ran the Box’s Matrix Test to assess whether or not the 
covariance matrix of the data is homogeneous.  As determined by the Box’s Matrix for this data 
set, (Box’s M (66, 758946) = 158.15, p < .001), the covariance matrix was not homogenous and 
thus Pillai’s trace was the most appropriate test statistic to interpret the results.  Given the 
determination that Pillai’s trace was the most appropriate test statistic, the results suggest that 
only the three-way interaction effect of Diversity x Team x Purpose was statistically significant 
(F(6, 1680) = 2.31, p < .05, η2 = .01, Pillai’s Trace = .016).  The main effects of the Diversity 
Condition, Team Condition, Purpose Condition, and the two-way interactions between the 
conditions were not statistically significant.  
________________ 




Having determined from the MANOVA that the significant results in the analysis of the 
team focused dependent variables were in the three-way interaction of Diversity by Team by 
Purpose, we next conducted univariate ANOVAs to identify the specific sources of those 
significant effects among the dependent variables. Table 18, illustrates the means and standard 
deviations of the team focused dependent variables for each experimental condition.   
________________ 
Insert Table 18 Here 
 
Team Meaningfulness of Work   
The ANOVA results for “Team Meaningfulness of Work” are shown in Table 19.  The 
analyses for “Team Meaningfulness of Work” revealed no main effects for the Purpose Frame 
(F(1, 853) = 1.01, p < .32), Team Frame (F(1, 853) = 0.32, p < .57), and the Diversity Frame 
(F(2, 853) = 0.002, p < .99).  None of the two-way interactions were significant: Diversity by 
Team (F(2, 853) = 0.60, p < .55), Diversity by Purpose (F(2, 853) = 1.31, p < .27), and 
Team*Purpose (F(1, 853) = 0.00, p < .99).  The three-way interaction Diversity by Team by 
Purpose was not significant (F(2, 853) = 0.31, p < .73).   
________________ 
Insert Table 19 Here 
 
Team Psychological Safety  
The ANOVA results for “Team Psychological Safety” are shown in Table 20.  The 
analyses for “Team Psychological Safety” revealed no main effects for the Purpose Frame (F(1, 
853) = 0.96, p < .33), Team Frame (F(1, 853) = 0.38, p < .54), and the Diversity Frame (F(2, 
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853) = 0.37, p < .69).  None of the two-way interactions were significant: Diversity by Team 
(F(1, 853) = 0.76, p < .47), Diversity by Purpose (F(2, 853) = 0.86, p < .42), and Team by 
Purpose (F(1, 853) = 0.43, p < .51).  The three-way interaction Diversity by Team by Purpose 
was also not significant (F(2, 853) = 0.54, p < .58).   
________________ 
Insert Table 20 Here 
 
Team Potency 
The ANOVA results for “Team Potency” are shown in Table 21.  The analyses for 
“Team Potency” revealed no main effects for the Purpose Frame (F(1, 853) = 0.13, p < .72), 
Diversity Frame (F(2, 853) = 0.87, p < .92), and the Team Frame (F(1, 853) = 0.04, p < .84).  
None of the two-way interactions were significant: Diversity by Team (F(2, 853) = 1.61, p < 
.20), Diversity by Purpose (F(2, 853) = 0.30, p < .74), and Team by Purpose (F(1, 853) = 0.00, p 
< .99).  The three-way interaction Diversity by Team by Purpose was, however, significant (F(2, 
853) = 3.75, p < .05, η2 = .009).   
________________ 
Insert Table 21 Here 
 
In order to break down this interaction systematically we first ran ANOVAs examining 
the Clear Purpose Frame and the Unclear Purpose Frame separately.  We were specifically 
testing if within either of the Purpose Conditions the two-way interaction of Team by Diversity 
was significant.  The results are illustrated in Table 22.  Isolating the Clear Purpose Frame 
revealed no significant main effects for the Diversity Frame (F(2, 427) = 0.08, p < .92) or Team 
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Frame (F(1, 427) = 0.02, p < .89).  The two-way interaction Team by Diversity was also not 
significant (F(2, 425) = 1.48, p < .23).  On the other hand, in the Unclear Purpose Frame, while 
there were no still main effects for the Diversity Frame (F(2, 427) = 0.31, p < .73) or Team 
Frame (F(1, 427) = 0.02, p < .88), there was, however, a significant two-way interaction effect 
for Team by Diversity (F(2, 427) = 3.90, p < .025).   
________________ 
Insert Table 22 Here 
 
These findings indicated that to understand further the nature of the overall three-way 
interaction for “Team Potency,” we needed to conduct additional analyses within the Unclear 
Purpose frame focused on the interaction of the Diversity and Team conditions specifically.  We 
next ran intercell contrasts using the Fisher LSD method set at the p <.05 level.  As illustrated in 
Tables 23 and 24, within the Clear Purpose condition, for all three levels of the Diversity 
condition, there were not significant differences in ratings of Team Potency between when the 
leader Emphasized Team or did not Emphasize Team.  Within the Unclear Purpose condition, for 
the Direct and Indirect Diversity frames there also were not significant differences in ratings of 
Team Potency between the Emphasize Team and Do Not Emphasize Team frames.  However, 
within the Ignoring of Diversity Frame, there was a significant difference in ratings of Team 
Potency between when the Leader Emphasized Team and Did Not Emphasize Team, (F(1, 841) 
= 5.46, p < .025, η2 = .006).   Thus, when the Purpose was unclear, and when Diversity was 
ignored, participants then rated “Team Potency” higher when Team was emphasized by the 





Insert Table 23 Here 
 
________________ 
Insert Table 24 Here 
 
The three-way interaction for “Team Potency” is illustrated in Figures 1a and 1b.  As can 
be seen in the figures, the area of greatest difference in the interaction appears to occur within the 
Unclear Purpose Condition when Diversity is ignored.  In this condition the differences between 
the ratings of Emphasize Team and Do Not Emphasize Team are most pronounced graphically.  
________________ 
Insert Figures 1a and 1b Here 
 
Summary of Team Focused Hypotheses 
Hypothesis 1b proposed that both the Direct and Indirect Diversity condition would show 
higher ratings on the three team focused dependent variables (“Team Meaningfulness of Work,” 
“Team Psychological Safety,” and “Team Potency”) than the Ignoring of Diversity condition. 
This hypothesis was not supported.  None of the three team dependent variables showed 
significant differences between the Diversity conditions.  The research question exploring 
differences between the Direct and Indirect Diversity Emphasis conditions did not reveal any 
significant differences. 
Hypothesis 2b proposed that the Emphasize Team condition would show higher ratings 
on the three team focused dependent variables than the Do Not Emphasize Team condition.  This 
	
	 59	
hypothesis was not supported.  None of the three team focused dependent variables showed 
significant differences between the Team conditions. 
Hypothesis 3b proposed that the Clear Purpose condition would show higher ratings on 
the seven individual focused dependent variables than the Unclear Purpose condition.  This 
hypothesis was also not supported.  None of the three team focused dependent variables showed 
significant differences between the Purpose conditions.   
The study did reveal an unexpected three-way interaction effect for “Team Potency” 
whish suggested that in conditions when Purpose was Unclear and Diversity was Ignored, 
subjects rated “Team Potency” higher when the leader Emphasized Team than when the leader 









Cross-functional teams have been increasing in frequency in recent years to address a 
broad range of organizational challenges (Tabrizi, 2015; Pakarinen & Virtanen, 2017).  Despite a 
great deal of study, however, the efforts of these teams and the results achieved have been mixed 
with both successes and failures (Edmondson & Harvey, 2018).  The goal of this study was to 
add to our understanding of the ways in which team members react to the behavioral choices of 
their leaders made early in the life of the team. Specifically, we examined the ways in which 
team member perceptions of individual and team focused measures were affected by framing 
comments made by the leader with regard to the diversity of the team, the emphasis on being a 
team, and the clarity of purpose.   
We chose to examine the effects of these leadership remarks early in the life of the team 
because these formative moments can impact the initial trajectory of work teams, and the 
comments that leaders utilize to frame them have not been directly examined with regard to their 
impact on the perceptions and emotions of team members.  More specifically, this research study 
examined the impact of initial leader framing remarks in terms of diversity, team, and purpose on 
the participants’ individual perceptions of their “Readiness to Engage,” “Readiness to Learn,” 
“Readiness to Take Risks,” “Perceived Leader Inclusiveness,” “Feelings of Valuing of 
Uniqueness,”  “Feelings of Belonging,” and “Anxiety.”  In addition, the study examined the team 
member’s initial perceptions based on the leader’s remarks of their new teams with regard to the 
team focused measures “Team Meaningfulness,” “Team Psychological Safety,” and “Team 
Potency.”  Each of these variables has been demonstrated to influence team performance.  
	
	 61	
 In the sections that follow, we will review and interpret the findings, and discuss 
implications for theory, limitations to the study, future steps for research, and implications for 
practice. 
Influence of Diversity Framing on Study Outcomes 
Diversity was chosen as an independent variable because the literature reveals that the 
way diversity is described in groups and organizations can have a great impact on the 
perceptions and experiences of team members (Apfelbaum et al., 2016).  For the present study, 
the cross-functional diversity of the team was framed with one of three different approaches by 
the leader.  In the first approach, the leader was inclusive of diversity by describing the cross-
functional diversity in the team directly.  In the second approach, the leader was inclusive of 
diversity with a more indirect approach by expressing that each perspective in the group would 
be valued.  Lastly, in the third approach the leader ignored any reference to diversity at all.  We 
predicted that both the direct diversity approach to inclusion and the indirect diversity approach 
to inclusion would lead to higher ratings of the dependent measures as compared to the ignoring 
diversity approach for subjects imagining being in the role of the training professional in a much 
more scientifically oriented team.  We chose the role of training professional for the study 
because we felt this role would be perceived as being in the minority and of lower status.  
Apfelbaum et al. (2016), found that colleagues from smaller minority groups in organizations 
responded differently to messages around demographic diversity than those of larger minority 
groups with members of smaller minority groups demonstrating greater performance in response 
to messaging that emphasized equality rather than specific sources of difference.  We thought in 




Based on our data, however, there were no differences observed between the Direct, 
Indirect, and Ignoring of Diversity conditions for any of the seven individual focused or three 
team focused dependent variables.  This runs contrary to the findings mentioned above from 
Apfelbaum et al., (2016), which suggested that the size of a minority group may impact the way 
approaches to diversity influence perceptions with larger minority groups responding best to an 
approach specifically highlighting differences (similar to our direct diversity condition) and 
smaller minority groups responding best to an approach highlighting the importance of equality 
in groups (similar to our indirect diversity condition).  Similarly, Jansen et al. (2016), 
demonstrated that for a majority group a colorblind approach to diversity worked better (similar 
to our ignoring diversity group), while for a minority group an approach illustrating the value of 
multiculturalism produced better outcomes (similar to our direct diversity condition).  Lastly, 
leader behaviors that are more inclusive have been shown to have a positive impact on teams 
(Nembhard & Edmondson, 2006; Shore et al., 2018).  In our study, both the direct and indirect 
diversity conditions could be viewed as more inclusive than the ignoring diversity condition.  In 
this context the results of the present study were surprising. 
There are a number of reasons we may not have observed differences on the set of 
individual and team focused dependent measures with regard to diversity framing.  It is possible 
that even though the manipulation checks worked, the three diversity frames were still either not 
distinct enough from each other in the way they were presented and/or that their impact was not 
great enough to induce the desired effect on the selected measures.  In the direct diversity frame 
we used the language of the importance of “diversity” and “cross-functional diversity” explicitly, 
while in the indirect diversity frame we avoided the use of the word “diversity” or “cross-
functional diversity” and instead used the expression “perspectives” and the importance of 
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valuing different “perspectives.”  Thus, both frames were meant to be inclusive of diversity, but 
in two different ways.  On the other hand, in the Ignoring diversity frame we avoided all 
language about “diversity” or “perspectives.”  It is possible that these differences between the 
three frames were simply too subtle and / or simply not powerful enough in the context of the 
overall scenario to create an impact on the dependent measures.  It may be that in future studies 
we would need to make the frames both more distinct and more impactful to have an effect. 
Another possible explanation for the diversity frames not having an effect could be 
unintended overlap with the language used to manipulate the team emphasis frame.  In the team 
emphasis frame we used language like “You are each members of our team;”  “We need you to 
work together as members of a team;”  “You are each essential to the team.”  In the do not 
emphasize team frame, we avoided all mention of the word team and stressed the word 
“individual” instead.  It is possible that the more team oriented language in the team emphasis 
frame also, in effect, felt inclusive to participants and thus diminished the potential impact of the 
three diversity frames on their own.  The team framing may thus at times have created an 
impression of inclusivity that confounded the impact of the diversity frames. 
It is also possible that effects of the diversity frames simply did not influence the DVs 
chosen for the study.  We anticipated that the most sensitive of the measures would be the three 
readiness DVs in the individual focused set which were created specifically for this study.  These 
measures were “Readiness to Engage,” “Readiness to Learn,” and “Readiness to Take Risks.”  
These three measures were designed to capture early initial impressions and perceptions.  We 
thought the most challenging to capture would be the three team focused measures, “Team 
Meaningfulness,” “Team Psychological Safety,” and “Team Potency.”  These measures were by 
definition asking for perceptions of the team as a whole, and thus more distal to the framing 
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remarks of the leaders.  In the end though, none of the seven individual focused dependent 
measures and none of the three team focused measures revealed any significant results.  There 
may be other measures more sensitive to any effects that could be explored.  There may also 
simply be other factors at this early stage in the life of a group that are more important to the 
development of initial perceptions than the way leaders address diversity. 
Influence of Team Framing on Study Outcomes 
Team emphasis was chosen as an independent variable because of the importance of 
superordinate identity on team performance (Nakata & Im, 2010).  For the current study, team 
emphasis was framed with one of two approaches by the leader.  In the first approach, the leader 
emphasized that group members were a part of a team and would in fact be working as a team.  
In the second approach, the notion of team was not mentioned at all with greater emphasis 
instead being placed on the work of individuals.  We predicted that the way in which leaders 
framed Team emphasis would have an impact on the study outcome variables with greater 
emphasis on being a part of a team expected to result in higher ratings oon the dependent 
measures.   
The data did not, however, reveal any differences between the Emphasize Team and Do 
Not Emphasize Team conditions for any of the DVs on either the seven individual focused 
dependent measures or the three team focused dependent measures.  This ran counter to evidence 
that team superordinate identity is one predictor of team success enhancing outcomes and sense 
of connection to the team (Nakata and Im, 2010).  Evidence suggests that a stronger sense of 
team leads to greater commitment to team goals (Mackie and Goethals, 1987; Sethi et al., 2001).  
In addition, the stronger team identity is also thought to enhance effectiveness through a greater 
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sense of connection to the group and by strengthening the belief that interdependence in work 
actions is required to achieve shared goals (Shapiro et al., 2002; Towry, 2003). 
There are a number of possible explanations for our findings.  It is possible that the two 
team frames were not distinct enough from each other in the way they were presented or that 
their effect was not great enough compared to the other frames in the study.  In the Emphasize 
Team frame we used language such as, “We need each of you to work together as a team;” “You 
are each members of a team;”  “You are essential to the team.”  This was in contrast to the Do 
Not Emphasize Team frame which omitted all use of the word “team” in the opening remarks 
instead stressing the words “you” and “individual.”  It may be that in future studies we need to 
further strengthen the distinctions between the frames and their impact. 
Another possible explanation for the team frames not having a significant effect could be 
unintended overlap with the language used to manipulate the diversity frames.  The language 
used in the diversity framing may at times have created an impression of being in a team or at 
least in a group.  This impression could then have confounded the impact of the different team 
frames.  We stressed the importance of “cross-functional diversity” and “diversity” in the direct 
diversity condition and of each “perspective” being important in the indirect diversity condition.  
In this way the diversity frames may have confounded the team framing remarks. 
It is also possible that the team frames did not influence the DVs chosen for the study.  
As described above, we anticipated that the three “Readiness” frames would be the most 
sensitive to the manipulations and the three team focused frames potentially the most challenging 
to detect.  In the end there were no significant findings for any of the 10 dependent measures.  As 
noted in discussing the Diversity condition, there may just be other factors at this stage in the life 
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of a group that are more critical to the development of initial perceptions than the way Team is 
emphasized by the leader. 
Influence of Purpose Framing on Study Outcomes 
Purpose was identified as an independent variable because of the research demonstrating 
that clarity and focus in teams around purpose was a critical element of team success (Beckhard, 
1972; Burke, 1982; Sarin & O’Connor, 2009).  For this study, purpose clarity was framed with 
one of two approaches by the leader.  In the first approach, the leader described in detail the 
specific purpose of the initial launch meeting which was to discuss process topics including work 
norms, roles and responsibilities, and approaches to decision making.  In the second approach, 
the purpose of the meeting was left vague and unspecified.  We predicted that the way in which 
leaders framed Purpose would have an impact on the study outcome variables with a clearer 
purpose expected to result in higher ratings of the dependent measures.   
As hypothesized, there were a number of significant main effects for the role of Purpose 
Framing.  Participants responded differently on a number of the individual focused dependent 
measures between the Clear and Unclear Purpose frames.  We will describe the findings for each 
variable below. 
Three of the dependent measures created specifically for this study involved perceived 
readiness of participants around critical performance dimensions:  “Readiness to Engage,” 
“Readiness to Learn,” and “Readiness to Take Risks.”  Responses on all three of these measures 
were significantly affected by Purpose framing with the clear purpose condition having higher 
ratings than the unclear purpose condition.  Clarity of purpose appears to have had the effect of 
enhancing perceived readiness of team members to engage with the work of the team, to learn, 
and to take risks. 
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Responses on the “Feelings of Valuing of Uniqueness” variable were marginally 
significant for Purpose framing with the clear purpose condition showing higher ratings than the 
Unclear Purpose Frame.  The marginal effect for this measure offers some suggestion that clear 
purpose may potentially have helped group members feel more valued for their uniqueness.  This 
is one proposed dimension of inclusive leadership (Randel et al., 2018). 
These findings are consistent with the literature on the importance of clarity of purpose in 
driving team performance.  Early research on groups suggested the importance of purpose and 
task definition to the effectiveness of teams (Fiedler, 1958; Katz and Kahn, 1966). The GRPI 
model (GRPI = Goals, Roles, Processes, and Interpersonal Relationships) suggested that clarity 
around tasks and purpose was of greater importance to overall team effectiveness than 
interpersonal relationships (Beckhard, 1972; Burke, 1982).  In this framework, consultants and 
leaders working with teams would begin defining goals, then roles and responsibilities, then 
work processes.  Only after these three areas had been clarified would the discussion then move 
to interpersonal relationships.  Part of the rationale of this sequence is that sometimes the 
complex dynamics that can occur between team members may in actuality be related to 
confusion or lack of clarity on goals, roles, and processes.  Once those elements have been 
addressed it then becomes easier and more productive to discuss interpersonal dynamics.  The 
findings in the present study support this approach by demonstrating the importance of clarifying 
purpose around process.  The findings suggest a potential mechanism for why this beneficial 
effect on team effectiveness has been observed with clearer purpose serving specifically to 
enhance initial perceptions of engagement, learning and risk taking.  All three of these behaviors 
have been shown to increase the ability of cross-functional teams to reach success when they are 
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present, and it may thus be that by potentiating them in the initial moments of the team that 
conditions supporting overall effectiveness are created.  
 The group dynamics literature also offers a perspective on the importance of clarity of 
purpose in teams for enhancing effectiveness with classic writings on the role of the primary task 
in organizational and group life (Rice, 1965; Miller & Rice, 1967).  The concept of a primary 
task refers to the most essential task on which an organization must focus to ensure its survival 
(Miller & Rice, 1967).  Derived from that core overarching task, other tasks emerge at different 
levels of an organization which can assume primacy at different points in time.  For the current 
study, the overall goal of the team was to work to launch a successful medical product.  At the 
specific moment in time being studied in team life though, the primary task of the meeting was to 
address the process of how the team would work together with regard to roles and 
responsibilities, work norms, and approach to decision making.  This was the area where the 
clear purpose statement expressed by the leader focused the participants’ attention. 
More recent research suggests a potential mechanism for the observation around the 
readiness measures. Task clarity and goals have been shown to be essential elements of effective 
team process models by helping direct and focus attention (Driskell et al., 2018; Mathieu et al., 
2018).  Of particular importance in cross-disciplinary teams, as examined in this study, has been 
the creation of shared mental models among colleagues with different backgrounds (Kozlowski 
et al., 2009; Hall et al., 2018).  Mental models can be defined as “mechanisms whereby humans 
generate descriptions of system purpose and form, explanations of system functioning and 
observed system states, and predictions of future system states” (Rouse & Morris, 1986, p. 351).  
These shared mental models build commonality related to purpose, work procedures, tasks, and 
roles within teams and can be helpful in bringing together the efforts and different perspectives 
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of team members (Kozlowski et al., 2009).  Clarity around purpose provided by the leader as 
examined in the current study may support earlier alignment of mental models among team 
members.  Greater purpose clarity appears to have had the net effect among study participants of 
increasing perceived readiness to engage, to learn, and to take risks early in the life of the team. 
There were no significant differences with regard to the purpose frames on the remaining 
individual focused dependent measures “Perceived Leader Inclusiveness,” “Feelings of 
Belongingness,” or “Anxiety.”  In addition there were no main effects on the three team focused 
variables “Team Meaningfulness,” “Team Psychological Safety,” or “Team Potency.”  With 
regard to the team focused measures it may have been that the questions which asked 
participants to name how the team might feel as a whole were simply too distal to the framing 
remark for participants to imagine.  It is also possible that it was too much to ask participants 
based on opening remarks to assess how the whole team was thinking or feeling.  Without the 
experience of seeing the actual team members around them these questions may have been too 
challenging to differentiate and thus there were no significant differences for the Purpose IV or 
for any of the other IVs.   
Interaction Effects 
For the team focused dependent variable “Team Potency,” there was an unexpected and 
interesting interaction effect as described in the results section.  Under conditions when the 
purpose was unclear and diversity was ignored, ratings for “Team Potency” were higher when 
team was emphasized than when team was not emphasized.  This finding could be interpreted as 
meaning that under conditions when the purpose is unclear and diversity has not been 
acknowledged at all, the emphasis on team leads to a greater perception that the team will be 
effective in its work.  One could imagine that teams facing uncertainty (unclear purpose) and not 
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feeling fully included with regard to their backgrounds (diversity ignored) may then benefit from 
the greater sense of team created in the Team emphasis frame. 
The “Team Potency” measure was shown to be predictive of team effectiveness (Guzzo 
et al., 1993).  Give this finding it’s notable that in the current study there was only a single set of 
circumstances that led to higher ratings on this dimension.  The greater emphasis on team was 
initially hypothesized to enhance superordinate identity (Nakata and Im, 2010) and thus lead to 
higher ratings of the study measures.  Though the anticipated main effects were not observed, it 
is possible that in the absence of clarity about meeting purpose, and without acknowledgement in 
any way of the diversity of team members, then under those very specific conditions the leader 
emphasizing team served to enhance overall impressions of participants of being a part of a team. 
This impression in turn was reflected in greater ratings of this dependent variable.   
Implications for Theory 
There are a number of implications for theory in the areas of leadership and cross-
functional team effectiveness.  The findings support the idea that leader behaviors related to 
purpose clarity may be an important predictor of team member perceptions early in the life of the 
team.  In this study we operationalized purpose clarity as being in a sense the purpose about 
process with an emphasis that the first project meeting of new colleagues was to be about work 
norms, roles and responsibilities, and approaches to decision making.  The findings that 
enhanced purpose clarity led to higher ratings with regard to team member readiness for 
engagement, learning, and risk taking behaviors, all of which have been shown to be predictive 
of team effectiveness, suggest further exploration of the differential impacts of leader framing 
may yield interesting insights around the ordering and content of different framing approaches.  
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While we chose to frame the clear purpose with regard to process, additional work related to 
different kinds of purpose that leaders might emphasize at different points in team life is needed. 
Purpose clarity may be an important part of modeling inclusive leadership approaches 
and outcomes.  In this study there was a marginal effect suggesting that purpose clarity may 
support feelings of valuing of uniqueness which is one component of current definitions of 
inclusive leadership (Randel et al., 2018).  This could be important to consider further in 
developing definitions and guiding parameters of inclusive leadership.  In addition, the scale 
developed for measuring another aspect of Inclusive Leadership called “Feelings of Belonging” 
may also support additional work around defining and measuring inclusive leadership. 
The results from this study suggest that leaders have the capacity to impact initial 
perceptions of team members and open the possibility that leader behaviors may also have an 
impact at other critical stages of team development.  This may add value to our understanding of 
both overall team development and the specific impact on teams of leader behaviors.  In this 
way, we support the insights of Gersick (1988) regarding the importance of initial team 
trajectories.  Future studies to further explore initial conditions and the role of leaders in shaping 
them could build on these findings.  The creation of the three “Readiness” scales:  “Readiness to 
engage,” “Readiness to learn,” and “Readiness take risks” may support additional approaches for 
measuring team member perceptions.  These scales capture perceptions very early in group life 
and may be of utility to future research efforts. 
Lastly, further exploration of the conditions under which emphasizing team is important 
may yield fruitful insights.  Conditions of vagueness with regard to purpose and the absence of 
inclusiveness with regard to diversity may have created a need in team members for a sense of 
shared identity.  There may be other conditions under which leader emphasis on sense of team is 
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beneficial to perceptions of team members.  While research suggests that though it is reasonable 
to think that the different ways leaders frame diversity and team may have great impact, more 
work is clearly needed to further elucidate the conditions under which that is most important. 
Limitations  
There are number of limitations to this study.  The study utilized an online survey based 
methodology which may affect the generalizability.  It relied on participants being able to 
imagine a scenario from written text with only few graphic logos to make the screens more 
colorful and engaging.  This could have influenced the degree to which participants concentrated 
on the questions and were really able to imagine being in a cross-functional team and receiving 
instructions from a team leader.  In addition, we asked subjects to imagine how they might feel 
about a range of questions related to perceptions they had as individuals and also to perceptions 
they had about the team they were on.  As mentioned, the team-based questions in particular may 
have been too challenging to answer given the nature of the primes and the lack of real contact 
with other team members.  Another limitation relates to the strength of the experimental 
manipulations.  It may be that the manipulations were not distinct enough from each other in the 
Diversity and Team conditions and therefore could have confounded potential results. 
Lastly, there was the hope of creating an experience / impression in participants of being 
in a role of a training specialist of lower education and status in a team comprised of technical 
experts of higher education and status.  We did not measure this directly, but in hindsight should 
have assessed this dimension.  It may be that we were not sufficiently able to induce that state of 






There are a number of interesting future directions that could be considered for this 
program of research.  Next steps could involve focusing research designs on paired combinations 
of the study frames.  Thus, focusing more closely in 2x2 combinations on the interplay between 
purpose and diversity, purpose and team, and diversity and team might prove fruitful by allowing 
more comparisons of the interplay between variables.  In the complexity of the current study 
with three independent variables it is possible that overlap between the three IV manipulations 
may have masked some interesting insights which would better reveal themselves in a more 
parsimonious approach.  Simplifying the overall number of manipulations being studied could 
lead to additional results and clarify further the existence or absence of some of the hypothesized 
interrelationships.   
It may be that developing more scales in the “readiness” form created for this study, in 
which participants are imagining how they would feel, would be more suitable to the time in 
team life being studied—right at team launch.  The team focused questions may have been too 
distal in terms of formation of perceptions for the leader primes to have had an impact.  
Identifying or developing more sensitive team focused scales might allow further exploration of 
the impact of the different study frames.  Alternatively, it might be more useful to convert the 
team focused measures to individual measures instead and ask participants about how 
meaningful the works feels, how psychologically safe they feel, and how effective / potent they 
feel to take on their work.  
Another potential area for research would be to examine purpose clarity at different 
points in team life.  We chose in this study to examine the very beginning of a team’s life.  
Additional research on purpose at the midpoint, and towards the end of a team’s trajectory may 
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prove valuable as might the examination of purpose during times of change and transition in a 
team.  Related to examining purpose at different points in time, there may also be insights gained 
from studying the role of different kinds of purpose.  We operationalized purpose in this study as 
being about discussing elements of team process.  Purpose clarity could also be operationalized 
as an overarching mission for the team or for the organization as a whole in future studies. 
One boundary condition for the present study was to place all participants in a lower 
status role as a sales trainer in a team of more highly educated and senior scientific colleagues.  
Another independent variable that could thus be included in future studies would that of status.  
A high status role could be developed and then responses to leader framing compared with those 
of the lower status role.  This would allow us to explore more directly aspects of power and 
authority. 
In addition, creating more realistic ways of experiencing the primes potentially with 
video may enhance the impact of the study manipulations.  Leveraging video would also then 
open up the possibility of comparing the impact of demographic backgrounds of the leaders to 
the effects of the primes.  If the relationships between the study’s independent variables were 
further clarified, it would then be interesting to examine whether or not the demographics of the 
leader have an impact on effects of the manipulations. 
Lastly, there was the interesting interaction effect with regard to emphasizing team in the 
team potency measure which could be explored further.  There may be specific conditions under 
which it becomes more crucial for leaders to emphasize team such as when there is high 
ambiguity and / or when Diversity may not be easily addressed directly.  This could be studied in 
more detail in future research designs by focusing on the role of team emphasis under different 
conditions of diversity and purpose clarity. 
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Implications for Practice 
There are implications of this research for how we prepare leaders to lead cross-
functional teams, and how we prepare team coaches / consultants to support both the leaders and 
teams they serve.  Given the enormous amount of resources allocated by organizations to 
training and supporting leaders and the investment in consultants and team coaches to support 
cross-functional teams, there is benefit to integrating the insights of this research into practice. 
Helping team leaders to be precise in their definition of purpose at the level of meeting 
and task framing may in the end be one of the most important lessons that can be emphasized.  
Often during times of high pressure there may be a challenge in clarifying these elements and 
even assumptions in organizations that experienced professionals already know what they should 
do and where they should focus their attention.  Yet the findings of this study suggest that 
encouraging leaders to address purpose clarity specifically and mindfully serves to support the 
initial perceptions of team members in positive ways.  The specific elements of purpose clarity 
presented to participants in the study related to roles & responsibilities, norms, and approaches to 
decision making.  These elements include a number of the essential ingredients put forth in the 
BART model from the group dynamics literature (i.e. B = Boundaries, A= Authorization, R = 
Roles, and T = Task) which have been shown to be essential to group effectiveness (Hayden & 
Molenkamp, 2004).  By making clear that the initial meeting would be about how the group 
would work together the leader seemed to encourage greater Readiness in participants.  In this 
way, it may be that the leader’s clear indication of a commitment to action and to specific 
behaviors around process (i.e. active discussion of roles & responsibilities, norms, and 
approaches to decision making) may serve as a more effective motivator than framing remarks 
around diversity and team.  The implication of this finding is that leaders should be instructed to 
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be clear about purpose framing in their opening remarks with groups in order to get the most out 
of their teams.  Purpose clarity may help create higher initial impressions among team members 
that potentiate engagement, learning, and risk taking behaviors that in turn may support better 
team outcomes.   
Team coaches are trained to attend to essential elements of team functioning such as team 
vision, purpose statement, roles and responsibilities, conflict management and leveraging 
diversity all of which are essential (Clutterbuck et al., 2019).  The implications of this study are 
that team coaches should also be guided specifically to encourage team leaders to be clear in 
their own thinking about meeting purpose and to communicate that purpose to their teams.  Team 
coaches could also support teams they are facilitating to surface impressions around meeting 
purpose and seek areas of alignment as well as any areas of misalignment early in the life of the 
group.  In addition, there may be a valuable opportunity for team coaches to ensure teams are 
clear on purpose as they progress and as project needs and context evolve.  This would likely be 
especially important during times of change and transition.  By reinforcing or asking to confirm 
clarity coaches can add great value by potentiating readiness to engage, learn and to take risks. 
Conclusions 
We set out in this research study to learn about the ways in which leader framing might 
impact team member perceptions early in the development of cross-functional teams.  The hope 
was to gain insights that might offer guidance to those that design, support, and work in cross-
functional teams that would help them better take on the myriad challenges with which CFTs are 
currently tasked in organizational life.   
The findings of the study suggest that leader framing remarks do have the potential to 
impact the early perceptions of team members.  The data suggest that when leaders are clear in 
	
	 77	
initial meetings with teams around purpose with regard to process elements, they have the 
potential to enhance initial perceptions with regard to readiness to engage, to learn, and to take 
risks.  These three dimensions have all been shown to be positive predictors of CFT effectiveness 
and so the findings suggest leaders may be able to lay the groundwork for success by mindfully 
offering clear framing around Purpose. 
These findings also confirm previous research around the positive role of purpose clarity 
and simultaneously provide insights into a potential mechanism for observations about why there 
is a positive impact of clear purpose in teams.  It may now be inferred that by ensuring clarity 
from the leader in team meetings with regard to purpose around process elements early in the 
trajectory of the team, the likelihood that team members will have higher initial perceptions of 
engagement, learning and risk taking behavior will be increased.  This early benefit may then 
have the effect of supporting the successful launch of the team. 
Lastly, the study suggests that there may be specific conditions under which emphasizing 
being a part of a team may increase a team’s sense of its own potency which is its confidence in 
its ability to accomplish its shared goals. It appears from the data that when there are conditions 
of an ambiguous purpose, and where diversity is not being addressed, highlighting the spirit of 
team may lead to greater perceptions of the potential of the team to be effective.  The finding that 
Diversity and Team Emphasis framings did not reveal the main effects hypothesized suggests 
more work is needed to explore their impacts on team member perceptions.   
 Taken together the findings suggest that given a choice about where leaders should focus 
in introductory remarks for CFTs, it appears that clarity about purpose may have the greatest 
impact in supporting team members to develop helpful initial impressions which may then in 
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TABLES AND FIGURES 
 
Table 1: Demographic Characteristics of Participants  
Characteristic Category n % 
Gender Male 428 50.2 
 Female 422 49.5 
 Other 3 0.3 
    
Age  21 to 29 years 95 11.1 
 30 to 39 years 203 23.8 
 40 to 49 years 240 28.1 
 50 to 59 years 165 19.3 
 60 years or older 150 17.6 
    
Race/ethnicity White / Caucasian 730 85.6 
 Black or African American 37 4.3 
 Hispanic American 34 4 
 Asian / Pacific Islander 31 3.6 
 Multiple ethnicity / Other 21 2.5 
    
 







language No 38 4.5 
    
    
Education Bachelor's degree in college (4-year) 492 57.7 
 Master's degree 287 33.6 
 Doctoral degree 39 4.6 
 Professional degree (JD, MD) 35 4.1 
    
Work experience    
 1 to 5 years 76 8.9 
 6 to 10 years 169 19.8 
 11 to 15 years 138 16.2 
 16 to 20 years 85 10 
 20 or more years 385 45.1 
 
Employment Employed, 40 or more hours per week 766 89.8 
status Employed, 1-39 hours per week 87 10.2 
 
 
   
 Position in Intermediate 247 29 
 organization Middle Management 189 22.2 
 Owner/Executive/C-Level 172 20.2 
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 Senior Management 148 17.4 
 Entry Level 49 5.7 
 Other  48 5.6 
    
 Managerial  1 to 5 years 392 45.9 
 experience 6 to 10 years 168 19.7 
 11 to 15 years 113 13.2 
 16 to 20 years 52 6.1 
 20 or more years 128 15 
    
Occupation  Computer and Mathematical  119 14.0 
 Education, Training, and Library  117 13.7 
 Business and Financial Operations  107 12.5 
 Office and Administrative Support  80 9.4 
 Management  75 8.8 
 Healthcare Practitioners and Technical  47 5.5 
 Sales and Related  46 5.4 
 Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media  41 4.8 
 Healthcare Support  36 4.2 
 Architecture and Engineering  32 3.8 
 Construction and Extraction  28 3.3 
 Life, Physical, and Social Science  27 3.2 
  Community and Social Service  23 2.7 
 Food Preparation and Serving Related  17 2.0 
 Legal  16 1.9 
 Production  15 1.8 
 Personal Care and Service  14 1.6 
 Transportation and Materials Moving  14 1.6 
 Farming, Fishing, and Forestry  10 1.2 
 Protective Service  7 0.8 
 Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance  6 0.7 
 Installation, Maintenance, and Repair  6 0.7 










Table 7:  Correlations of the Dependent Measures 
Dependent 
Measures 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1. Readiness to Engage • 
2. Readiness to Learn .64*** • . . 
3. Readiness to Take Risks .65*** .47*** • 
4. Perc. Leader Inclusion .66*** .57*** .58*** • 
5. Feelings of Belonging .76*** .56*** .60*** .72*** • 
6. Feelings of Value Uniq. .78*** .54*** .64*** .75*** .89*** • 
7. Anxiety -.40*** -.24*** -.19*** -.30*** -.39*** -.39*** • 
8. Team Meaningfulness .52*** .63*** .38*** .63*** .59*** .58*** -.25*** • 
9. Team Psych. Safety .63*** .46*** .69*** .68*** .69*** .74*** -.30*** .57*** • 
10. Team Potency .51*** .59*** .43*** .66*** .60*** .61*** -.24*** .78*** .66*** 
Note: N = 853. 
*p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p< .001.
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Table 8: Multivariate (MANOVA) Statistics for the Six Individual Focused Dependent 
Variables  
 







Diversity Condition Pillai's Trace 0.011 0.77 12 1674 0.680 
Wilks' Lambda 0.989 0.77 12 1672 0.680 
Hotelling's Trace 0.011 0.77 12 1670 0.681 
Roy's Largest Root 0.007 0.92 6 837 0.480 
Team Condition Pillai's Trace 0.002 0.33 6 836 0.920 
Wilks' Lambda 0.998 0.33 6 836 0.920 
Hotelling's Trace 0.002 0.33 6 836 0.920 
Roy's Largest Root 0.002 0.33 6 836 0.920 
Purpose Condition Pillai's Trace 0.016 2.24 6 836 0.037 
Wilks' Lambda 0.984 2.24 6 836 0.037 
Hotelling's Trace 0.016 2.24 6 836 0.037 
Roy's Largest Root 0.016 2.24 6 836 0.037 
Diversity Condition x 
Team Condition 
Pillai's Trace 0.014 0.95 12 1674 0.496 
Wilks' Lambda 0.987 0.95 12 1672 0.496 
Hotelling's Trace 0.014 0.95 12 1670 0.496 
Roy's Largest Root 0.008 1.12 6 837 0.347 
Diversity Condition x 
Purpose Condition 
Pillai's Trace 0.018 1.28 12 1674 0.224 
Wilks' Lambda 0.982 1.28 12 1672 0.225 
Hotelling's Trace 0.018 1.28 12 1670 0.225 
Roy's Largest Root 0.012 1.69 6 837 0.121 
Team Condition x 
Purpose Condition 
Pillai's Trace 0.003 0.37 6 836 0.900 
Wilks' Lambda 0.997 0.37 6 836 0.900 
Hotelling's Trace 0.003 0.37 6 836 0.900 
Roy's Largest Root 0.003 0.37 6 836 0.900 
Diversity Condition x 
Team Condition x 
Purpose Condition x 
Pillai's Trace 0.021 1.50 12 1674 0.117 
Wilks' Lambda 0.979 1.50 12 1672 0.117 
Hotelling's Trace 0.022 1.50 12 1670 0.117 
Roy's Largest Root 0.015 2.03 6 837 0.059 




Table 9:  Means and Standard Deviations of the Individual Focused Dependent Measures 
Experimental Conditions 
Direct Diversity Indirect Diversity Ignoring Diversity 
Emphasize Team Do Not Emphasize 
Team 
Emphasize Team Do Not Emphasize 
Team 






(n = 70) 
Unclear 
Purpose 
(n = 71) 
Clear 
Purpose 
(n = 71) 
Unclear 
Purpose 
(n = 72) 
Clear 
Purpose 
(n = 71) 
Unclear 
Purpose 
(n = 71) 
Clear 
Purpose 
(n = 70) 
Unclear 
Purpose 
(n = 71) 
Clear 
Purpose 
(n = 71) 
Unclear 
Purpose 
(n = 71) 
Clear 
Purpose 
(n = 73) 
Unclear 
Purpose 
























































































































































































Note: N = 853.  Standard Deviations are in Parentheses. 
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Table 10: Univariate ANOVA Results for the DV Readiness to Engage 
 










Diversity Condition 1.21 2 841 0.60 0.45 0.635 
Team Condition 0.07 1 841 0.07 0.05 0.825 
Purpose Condition 5.12 1 841 5.12 3.84 0.050 
Diversity x Team Condition 2.36 2 841 1.18 0.89 0.412 
Diversity x Purpose Condition 3.01 2 841 1.51 1.13 0.324 
Team x Purpose Condition 0.10 1 841 0.10 0.07 0.785 
Diversity x Team x Purpose 
Condition 
4.42 2 841 2.21 1.66 0.191 




Table 11: Univariate ANOVA Results for the DV Readiness to Learn 
 










Diversity Condition 1.29 2 841 0.65 0.68 0.508 
Team Condition 0.17 1 841 0.17 0.18 0.671 
Purpose Condition 4.48 1 841 4.48 4.70 0.030 
Diversity x Team Condition 0.83 2 841 0.42 0.44 0.646 
Diversity x Purpose Condition 3.92 2 841 1.96 2.06 0.128 
Team x Purpose Condition 0.32 1 841 0.32 0.34 0.562 
Diversity x Team x Purpose 
Condition 
2.57 2 841 1.29 1.35 0.260 




Table 12: Univariate ANOVA Results for the DV Readiness to Take Risks 
 










Diversity Condition 5.27 2 841 2.63 1.39 0.251 
Team Condition 0.00 1 841 0.00 0.00 0.975 
Purpose Condition 10.96 1 841 10.96 5.77 0.017 
Diversity x Team Condition 4.71 2 841 2.35 1.24 0.290 
Diversity x Purpose Condition 2.68 2 841 1.34 0.70 0.495 
Team x Purpose Condition 0.17 1 841 0.17 0.09 0.767 
Diversity x Team x Purpose 
Condition 
10.42 2 841 5.21 2.74 0.065 




Table 13: Univariate ANOVA Results for the DV Perceived Leader Inclusiveness 
 










Diversity Condition 0.30 2 841 0.15 0.15 0.863 
Team Condition 0.63 1 841 0.63 0.62 0.432 
Purpose Condition 0.52 1 841 0.52 0.51 0.476 
Diversity x Team Condition 1.40 2 841 0.70 0.69 0.504 
Diversity x Purpose Condition 0.21 2 841 0.11 0.10 0.901 
Team x Purpose Condition 0.01 1 841 0.01 0.01 0.946 
Diversity x Team x Purpose 
Condition 
2.10 2 841 1.05 1.03 0.358 




Table 14: Univariate ANOVA Results for the DV Feelings of Belonging 
 










Diversity Condition 4.29 2 841 2.15 1.50 0.225 
Team Condition 0.11 1 841 0.11 0.08 0.784 
Purpose Condition 0.85 1 841 0.85 0.59 0.443 
Diversity x Team Condition 0.40 2 841 0.20 0.14 0.869 
Diversity x Purpose Condition 4.54 2 841 2.27 1.58 0.206 
Team x Purpose Condition 0.02 1 841 0.02 0.01 0.917 
Diversity x Team x Purpose 
Condition 
4.61 2 841 2.30 1.60 0.202 




Table 15: Univariate ANOVA Results for the DV Feelings of Valuing of Uniqueness 
 










Diversity Condition 2.06 2 841 1.03 0.76 0.466 
Team Condition 0.01 1 841 0.01 0.01 0.930 
Purpose Condition 4.07 1 841 4.07 3.01 0.083 
Diversity x Team Condition 1.06 2 841 0.53 0.39 0.675 
Diversity x Purpose Condition 1.30 2 841 0.65 0.48 0.617 
Team x Purpose Condition 0.20 1 841 0.20 0.15 0.700 
Diversity x Team x Purpose 
Condition 
1.41 2 841 0.71 0.52 0.593 




Table 16: Univariate ANOVA Results for the DV Anxiety 
 










Diversity Condition 0.69 2 841 0.35 0.29 0.746 
Team Condition 1.85 1 841 1.85 1.57 0.211 
Purpose Condition 0.32 1 841 0.32 0.27 0.603 
Diversity x Team Condition 2.07 2 841 1.04 0.88 0.415 
Diversity x Purpose Condition 3.16 2 841 1.58 1.34 0.262 
Team x Purpose Condition 1.12 1 841 1.12 0.95 0.329 
Diversity x Team x Purpose 
Condition 
1.76 2 841 0.88 0.75 0.474 




Table 17: Multivariate (MANOVA) Statistics for the Three Team Focused Dependent 
Variables 
 







Diversity Condition Pillai's Trace 0.001 0.20 6 1680 0.978 
Wilks' Lambda 0.999 0.20 6 1678 0.978 
Hotelling's Trace 0.001 0.20 6 1676 0.978 
Roy's Largest Root 0.001 0.37 3 840 0.776 
Team Condition Pillai's Trace 0.002 0.68 3 839 0.568 
Wilks' Lambda 0.998 0.68 3 839 0.568 
Hotelling's Trace 0.002 0.68 3 839 0.568 
Roy's Largest Root 0.002 0.68 3 839 0.568 
Purpose Condition Pillai's Trace 0.003 0.73 3 839 0.533 
Wilks' Lambda 0.997 0.73 3 839 0.533 
Hotelling's Trace 0.003 0.73 3 839 0.533 
Roy's Largest Root 0.003 0.73 3 839 0.533 
Diversity Condition x 
Team Condition 
Pillai's Trace 0.010 1.48 6 1680 0.183 
Wilks' Lambda 0.990 1.48 6 1678 0.183 
Hotelling's Trace 0.011 1.48 6 1676 0.183 
Roy's Largest Root 0.009 2.48 3 840 0.054 
Diversity Condition x 
Purpose Condition 
Pillai's Trace 0.010 1.46 6 1680 0.189 
Wilks' Lambda 0.990 1.46 6 1678 0.189 
Hotelling's Trace 0.010 1.46 6 1676 0.189 
Roy's Largest Root 0.009 2.48 3 840 0.060 
Team Condition x 
Purpose Condition 
Pillai's Trace 0.001 0.25 3 839 0.859 
Wilks' Lambda 0.999 0.25 3 839 0.859 
Hotelling's Trace 0.001 0.25 3 839 0.859 
Roy's Largest Root 0.001 0.25 3 839 0.859 
Diversity Condition x 
Team Condition x 
Purpose Condition x 
Pillai's Trace 0.016 2.31 6 1680 0.032 
Wilks' Lambda 0.984 2.32 6 1678 0.031 
Hotelling's Trace 0.017 2.32 6 1676 0.031 
Roy's Largest Root 0.016 4.46 3 840 0.004 




Table 18:  Means and Standard Deviations of the Team Focused Dependent Measures 
Experimental Conditions 
Direct Diversity Indirect Diversity Ignoring Diversity 
Emphasize Team Do Not Emphasize 
Team 
Emphasize Team Do Not Emphasize 
Team 






(n = 70) 
Unclear 
Purpose 
(n = 71) 
Clear 
Purpose 
(n = 71) 
Unclear 
Purpose 
(n = 72) 
Clear 
Purpose 
(n = 71) 
Unclear 
Purpose 
(n = 71) 
Clear 
Purpose 
(n = 70) 
Unclear 
Purpose 
(n = 71) 
Clear 
Purpose 
(n = 71) 
Unclear 
Purpose 
(n = 71) 
Clear 
Purpose 
(n = 73) 
Unclear 
Purpose 






















































































Table 19: Univariate ANOVA Results for the DV Team Meaningfulness 
 










Diversity Condition 0.00 2 841 0.00 0.00 0.998 
Team Condition 0.24 1 841 0.24 0.32 0.570 
Purpose Condition 0.74 1 841 0.74 1.01 0.315 
Diversity x Team Condition 0.89 2 841 0.44 0.60 0.548 
Diversity x Purpose Condition 1.92 2 841 0.96 1.31 0.272 
Team x Purpose Condition 0.00 1 841 0.00 0.00 0.988 
Diversity x Team x Purpose 
Condition 
0.45 2 841 0.23 0.31 0.734 





Table 20: Univariate ANOVA Results for the DV Team Psychological Safety 
 










Diversity Condition 0.81 2 841 0.41 0.37 0.689 
Team Condition 0.41 1 841 0.41 0.38 0.539 
Purpose Condition 1.04 1 841 1.04 0.96 0.328 
Diversity x Team Condition 1.65 2 841 0.83 0.76 0.468 
Diversity x Purpose Condition 1.88 2 841 0.94 0.86 0.422 
Team x Purpose Condition 0.47 1 841 0.47 0.43 0.513 
Diversity x Team x Purpose 
Condition 
1.18 2 841 0.59 0.54 0.582 





Table 21: Univariate ANOVA Results for the DV Team Potency 
 










Diversity Condition 0.13 2 841 0.06 0.09 0.917 
Team Condition 0.03 1 841 0.03 0.04 0.837 
Purpose Condition 0.10 1 841 0.10 0.13 0.715 
Diversity x Team Condition 2.33 2 841 1.17 1.62 0.199 
Diversity x Purpose Condition 0.44 2 841 0.22 0.30 0.738 
Team x Purpose Condition 2.50 1 841 2.45 0.00 0.995 
Diversity x Team x Purpose 
Condition 
5.40 2 841 2.70 3.75 0.024 





Table 22: Analysis of the Three-way Interaction for Team Potency 
 










Clear Purpose       
        Team Condition 0.01 1 420 0.01 0.02 0.889 
        Diversity Condition 0.12 2 420 0.59 0.08 0.923 
        Team by Diversity 2.16 2 420 1.08 1.48 0.228 
       
Unclear Purpose       
        Team Condition 0.02 1 421 0.02 0.02 0.880 
        Diversity Condition 0.45 2 421 0.22 0.31 0.731 
        Team by Diversity 5.54 2 421 2.77 3.90 0.021 






Table 23: Fisher LSD Analysis of Team Potency  
 











Unclear Purpose:  Emphasize Team vs. Do Not Emphasize 
Team 
 
-0.178 0.142 0.210 
Indirect Diversity 







Unclear Purpose:  Emphasize Team vs. Do Not Emphasize 
Team 
 
-0.118 0.142 0.408 
Ignoring Diversity 







Unclear Purpose:  Emphasize Team vs. Do Not Emphasize 
Team 
 
0.333 0.142 0.020 










Table 24:  ANOVA for Team Potency of the Three-Way Interaction Diversity by Purpose 
by Team Contrast 
 
























Unclear Purpose: Team 
Contrast 
 
1.13 1 841 1.13 1.57 0.210 
Indirect Diversity 













Unclear Purpose: Team 
Contrast 
 
0.49 1 841 0.49 0.69 0.408 
Ignoring Diversity 













Unclear Purpose: Team 
Contrast 
3.93 1 841 3.93 5.46 0.020 











































Principal Investigator: Antony G. Hacking 
E-mail: agh45@tc.columbia.edu 
Teachers College, Columbia University 
INFORMED CONSENT 
DESCRIPTION OF THE RESEARCH: You are invited to participate in a survey research study 
that investigates the perceptions people have about working on product launch projects.  In this 
study you will be asked to read a scenario about an initial meeting occurring to launch a new 
biomedical product.  You will then be asked to answer some questions about your impressions, 
thoughts, and feelings about the meeting and the information presented.  The study is not a test 
and there are no right or wrong answers.  You will be asked to complete all questions in an 
online survey from a location and at a time that you choose.  You must be 25 years old or older 
to participate in this study.   
 
RISKS AND BENEFITS: There are no direct benefits for participating in this study and potential 
risks associated with this study are limited.  If you feel uncomfortable at any time during the 
study and wish to withdraw participation, feel free to do so. If you do not wish to participate in 
the study or wish to withdraw participation during the study simply stop answering the questions 
in the survey.  
 
COMPENSATION: Participants recruited on our behalf by Qualtrics will be compensated in a 
proprietary points system. Those points can be pooled and later redeemed in the form of gift 
cards, skymiles, credit for online games, etc. The compensation awarded by Qualtrics for a 
survey of this length generally averages the monetary equivalent of $2.50 per survey.  During the 
survey, there will be periodic attention checks to ensure you are paying attention to the survey 
questions. If you do not pass these attention checks, you will not receive compensation.  
 
DATA STORAGE TO PROTECT CONFIDENTIALITY: Your confidentiality and anonymity 
will be ensured by not having you type your name on any of the questionnaire pages.  Also no 
codes will be used to connect your questionnaire to this informed consent form.   For quality 
assurance, the study team, the study sponsor (grant agency), and/or members of the Teachers 
College Institutional Review Board (IRB) may review the data collected from you as part of this 
study. Otherwise, all information obtained from your participation in this study will be held 





TIME INVOLVEMENT: Your participation will take approximately: 15-20 minutes. Please take 
your time with the study and read each section carefully. 
HOW WILL RESULTS BE USED: The information collected from this study may be used for 
educational purposes consisting of publication in journal articles and presentation at conferences.  
WHO CAN ANSWER MY QUESTIONS ABOUT THIS STUDY:  If you have any questions 
about taking part in this research study, you should contact the primary researcher, Mr. Antony 
Hacking, at 917-941-4252 or at agh45@tc.columbia.edu.  You can also contact the faculty 
advisor, Dr. Caryn Block at 212-678-3252.  If you have questions or concerns about your rights 
as a research subject, you should contact the Institutional Review Board (IRB) (the human 
research ethics committee) at 212-678-4105 or email IRB@tc.edu or you can write to the IRB at 
Teachers College, Columbia University, 525 W. 120th Street, New York, NY 10027, Box 151. 
The IRB is the committee that oversees human research protection for Teachers College, 
Columbia University. 
PARTICIPANT’S RIGHTS: 
• I have read the Informed Consent Form and have been offered the opportunity to discuss the 
form with the researcher.  
• I have had ample opportunity to ask questions about the purposes, procedures, risks and 
benefits regarding this research study.  
• I understand that my participation is voluntary. I may refuse to participate or withdraw 
participation at any time without penalty. 
• The researcher may withdraw me from the research at their professional discretion if I do not 
complete the attention checks accurately.  
• If, during the course of the study, significant new information that has been developed 
becomes available which may relate to my willingness to continue my participation, the 
researcher will provide this information to me.  
• Any information derived from the research study that personally identifies me will not be 
voluntarily released or disclosed without my separate consent, except as specifically required 
by law.  
• Identifiers will be removed from the data. De-identified data may be used for future research 
studies, or distributed to another researcher for future research without additional informed 
consent from you the research. 
• I may print a copy of this Informed Consent Form now and receive a copy upon request.  















Welcome to our research study.  We are examining aspects of how new 
products are developed in organizations.   
 
In the pages that follow we will ask you to read a description of a newly 
formed product launch project at New Century Medicines, Inc., a global 
company seeking to discover and develop innovative health products.    
 
We want you to imagine that you are working on that new project and 

















After reading the description, and taking a moment to imagine yourself 
as a part of that meeting, we will describe a scenario for you and you will 
be asked to complete some questions about your experience.  We are 
interested in how you would think, feel, and react if you were a part of 
that project meeting. 
 
All responses will be confidential and examined only at the summary 





































New Century Medicines is a large biotechnology company seeking to 
develop effective medicines for patients.  Recently, a new medicine 
called Vitalirsen has successfully completed the clinical trial process and 



















You are a Training Specialist beginning work with this dynamic new 
product launch program at New Century Medicines.   
 
This project is being initiated to manage the launch of Vitalirsen, a 
leading edge cardiovascular medicine, to patients.  
  
High levels of competition in the industry have made it essential that 








The six staff participating in the project are as follows: 
 
Project Leader and Head of Marketing:  Chris Holloway, Ph.D.   
Dr. Holloway, is a senior leader with a background in both Research and 
Development and in Marketing Analytics.   Dr. Holloway manages 
marketing analysis for a portfolio of potential new products, and has 
management and oversight responsibilities for the Vitalirsen product 
launch program. 
 
Head of Sales: Pat Johnson, Ph.D.   
Dr. Johnson is senior leader responsible for coordinating the global 
efforts of the sales force in their approach to meetings with potential 
vendors including pharmacy benefit managers to describe the benefits of 
new products for patients.  Dr. Johnson, has successfully lead the sales 
ramp up for several successful new products in the past. 
 
Medical Director: Armani Tomba, M.D. 
Dr. Tomba is a senior medical professional responsible for the overall 
development and evaluation of new product programs.  Dr. Tomba has 
been working on the development of Vitalirsen for seven years from 









Project Manager: Parker Thompson, M.A. 
Parker, is a mid-level professional responsible for coordinating meeting 
times and agendas and following up on progress.  Parker, has managed 
the launch of several successful products in the past 
 
Operations: Alex Washington, M.S. 
Alex, is a mid-level professional responsible for coordinating with 
manufacturing around technical specifications and production timelines 
for the launch.  Alex’s specialization is in managing the supply chain and 
the technical operations of the contract manufacturing sites. 
 
Training Specialist, Sales: B.A.  You 
You are an early career professional responsible for evaluating and 
supporting the training needs of the sales representatives to 
prepare them for dialogue with physicians around the benefits to 


















Your Project Leader, Dr. Holloway, has called everyone together today 
for the first meeting of those participating in the launch.   
 
As you are preparing to meet those people involved, you are wondering 
how the meeting will go.   
 
You have had a range of experiences working on these product launch 
programs in the past and are curious what this effort will be like to work 















Diversity Direct—  
Inclusive / Emphasizing Team / 
Clear Purpose 
 
1. Good morning, it is good to be 
here with you.   
 
2. You are all members of a team 
representing a variety of 
functional backgrounds all of 
which will be essential to our 
work.   
 
3. We need you to work across 
your different functional 
backgrounds together as a team 
because our ultimate success on 
the project will rely on all of the 
expertise and diversity in the 
room today.  Because of your 
different backgrounds, all of you 
are essential to the team to be 
successful.   
 
4. Leveraging our diversity and 
expertise together will help 
launch this new medicine for 
patients.   
 
5. The purpose of our meeting 
today is to discuss in detail our 
ways of working together as we 
move forward on our launch of 
Vitalersin.  We will talk about 
roles and responsibilities, work 
norms, and our approach to 





Diversity Indirect— Inclusive / 
Emphasizing Team / Clear 
Purpose 
 
1. Good morning, it is good to be 
here with you.   
 
2. You are each members of our 
team and each of your 
perspectives will be essential to 
our work.   
 
 
3. We need each of you to work 
together as a team because our 
ultimate success on the project 
will rely on the expertise that we 
have in the room today.  Your 
perspectives are essential to the 





4. Leveraging our perspectives 
and expertise together will help 
launch this new medicine for 
patients.   
 
5. The purpose of our meeting 
today is to discuss in detail our 
ways of working together as we 
move forward on our launch of 
Vitalersin.  We will talk about 
roles and responsibilities, work 
norms, and our approach to 






Inclusive / Emphasizing Team / 
Clear Purpose  
 
1. Good morning, it is good to be 
here with you.   
 
2. You are members of our team, 





3. We need you to work together 
as a team because our ultimate 
success on the project will rely 
on the expertise we have in the 
room today.  The team is 






4. Leveraging our expertise 
together will help launch this 
new medicine for patients.   
 
 
5. The purpose of our meeting 
today is to discuss in detail our 
ways of working together as we 
move forward on our launch of 
Vitalersin.  We will talk about 
roles and responsibilities, work 
norms, and our approach to 










Diversity Direct—  
Inclusive / Emphasizing Team / 
Unclear Purpose 
 
1. Good morning, it is good to be 
here with you.   
 
2. You are all members of a team 
team representing a variety of 
functional backgrounds all of 
which will be essential to our 
work.   
 
3. We need you to work across 
your different functional 
backgrounds together as a team 
because our ultimate success on 
the project will rely on all of the 
expertise and diversity in the 
room today.  Because of your 
different backgrounds, all of you 
are essential to the team to be 
successful.   
 
4. Leveraging our diversity and 
expertise together will help 
launch this new medicine for 
patients.   
 
5. We are here in our meeting 
today to have discussion as we 
move forward on our launch of 




Diversity Indirect— Inclusive / 
Emphasizing Team / Unclear 
Purpose 
 
1. Good morning, it is good to be 
here with you.   
 
2. You are each members of our 
team and each of your 
perspectives will be essential to 
our work.   
 
 
3. We need each of you to work 
together as a team because our 
ultimate success on the project 
will rely on the expertise that we 
have in the room today.  Your 
perspectives are essential to the 





4. Leveraging our perspectives 
and expertise together will help 
launch this new medicine for 
patients.   
 
5. We are here in our meeting 
today to have discussion as we 
move forward on our launch of 





Inclusive / Emphasizing Team / 
Unclear Purpose  
 
1. Good morning, it is good to be 
here with you.   
 
2. You are members of our team, 





3. We need you to work together 
as a team because our ultimate 
success on the project will rely 
on the expertise we have in the 
room today.  The team is 






4. Leveraging our expertise 
together will help launch this 
new medicine for patients.   
 
 
5. We are here in our meeting 
today to have discussion as we 
move forward on our launch of 












Diversity Direct— Inclusive /  




1. Good morning, it is good to be 
here with you.   
 
2. You are all representing a 
variety of functional backgrounds 
all of which will be essential to 
the work.   
 
3. We need you to work across 
your different functional 
backgrounds because the ultimate 
success on the project will rely 
on all of the expertise and 
diversity in the room today.  
Because of your different 
backgrounds, all of you are 
essential to be successful.   
 
4. Leveraging your diversity and 
expertise will help launch this 
new medicine for patients.   
 
5. The purpose of our meeting 
today is to discuss in detail our 
ways of working together as we 
move forward on our launch of 
Vitalersin.  We will talk about 
roles and responsibilities, work 
norms, and our approach to 





Diversity Indirect— Inclusive /  




1. Good morning, it is good to be 
here with you.   
 
2. Each of your perspectives will 




3. We need each of you to do this 
work because the ultimate 
success on the project will rely 
on the expertise that we have in 
the room today.  Your individual 
perspectives are essential to be 




4. Leveraging your perspectives 
and expertise will help launch 
this new medicine for patients.   
 
5. The purpose of our meeting 
today is to discuss in detail our 
ways of working together as we 
move forward on our launch of 
Vitalersin.  We will talk about 
roles and responsibilities, work 
norms, and our approach to 







Inclusive /  
Not Emphasizing Team / Clear 
Purpose 
 
1. Good morning, it is good to be 
here with you.   
 





3. You need you to do this work 
because the ultimate success on 
the project will rely on the 







4. Leveraging your expertise will 
help launch this new medicine 
for patients.  
 
5. The purpose of our meeting 
today is to discuss in detail our 
ways of working together as we 
move forward on our launch of 
Vitalersin.  We will talk about 
roles and responsibilities, work 
norms, and our approach to 












Diversity Direct— Inclusive /  




1. Good morning, it is good to be 
here with you.   
 
2. You are all representing a 
variety of functional backgrounds 
all of which will be essential to 
the work.   
 
3. We need you to work across 
your different functional 
backgrounds because the ultimate 
success on the project will rely 
on all of the expertise and 
diversity in the room today.  
Because of your different 
backgrounds, all of you are 
essential to be successful.   
 
4. Leveraging your diversity and 
expertise will help launch this 
new medicine for patients.   
 
5. We are here in our meeting 
today to have discussion as we 
move forward on our launch of 




Diversity Indirect— Inclusive /  




1. Good morning, it is good to be 
here with you.   
 
2. Each of your perspectives will 




3. We need each of you to do this 
work because the ultimate 
success on the project will rely 
on the expertise that we have in 
the room today.  Your individual 
perspectives are essential to be 




4. Leveraging your perspectives 
and expertise will help launch 
this new medicine for patients.   
 
5. We are here in our meeting 
today to have discussion as we 
move forward on our launch of 






Inclusive /  
Not Emphasizing Team / 
Unclear Purpose 
 
1. Good morning, it is good to be 
here with you.   
 





3. You need you to do this work 
because the ultimate success on 
the project will rely on the 







4. Leveraging your expertise will 
help launch this new medicine 
for patients.  
 
5. We are here in our meeting 
today to have discussion as we 
move forward on our launch of 







The three pages that follow illustrate the way each condition was presented to study participants 













When the morning of the launch meeting arrives you make your way to 
the conference room to join the discussion.   
 
After everyone arrives and settles into their chairs, your leader, Dr. 
Holloway, opens the meeting by saying, 
 
“Good morning, it is good to be here with you.   
 
You are all members of a team representing a variety of 












“We need you to work across your different functional 
backgrounds together as a team because our ultimate 
success on the project will rely on all of the expertise and 
diversity in the room today.  Because of your different 
backgrounds, all of you are essential to the team to be 
successful.   
 
Leveraging our diversity and expertise together will help 











“The purpose of our meeting today is to discuss in 
detail our ways of working together as we move forward 
on our launch of Vitalersin.   
 
We will talk about roles and responsibilities, work 






APPENDIX B: Study Measures 
 
The instructions and study measures of the research questionnaire are presented below.  The 




“We are interested in how you would be thinking and feeling as the meeting continues.  Please 
answer the questions on the following pages using a seven point scale where 1 = strongly 
disagree and 7 = strongly agree.” 
	
 
Individual Focused DVs: 
 
•Readiness to Engage (3 items): (scale: 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree) 
I would feel comfortable sharing my ideas in this meeting.  
My views will be taken into consideration in the discussion.   
My perspective will be wanted in the meeting.  
 
•Readiness to Learn: (3 items):  (scale: 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree) 
I feel motivated to learn more about the project. 
I want to learn about the work of my colleagues.   
I am open to learning in support of the project.   
 
•Readiness to Take Risks (3 items):  (scale: 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree) 
I think risk taking will be supported in the project.  
I will feel comfortable taking risks for the team.  
I think it will be safe to take risks for the project. 
 
•Perceived Leader Inclusiveness (3 items): (scale: 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly 
agree) 
I think the project leader will encourage others to take initiative.   
I think the project leader will ask for input from team members that belong to other functions.   








•Feelings of Belongingness (3 items): (scale: 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree) 
I feel I belong to this team.   
I feel I am part of this team. 
I feel included in this team. 
 
•Feelings of Valuing of Uniqueness (4 items): (scale: 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly 
agree) 
I feel valued for what I bring to the team.   
This team is a place where I will feel valued for what makes me unique.  
I will feel appreciated in this team for what I have to offer.  








•Anxiety (6 items):  (Scale: 1 = Not at All to 7 = Very Much). 
How much would you feel anxious as the meeting continues? 
How much would you feel comfortable as the meeting continues? 
How much would you feel worried as the meeting continues?  
How much would you feel nervous as the meeting continues?  
How much would you feel relaxed as the meeting continues?  















“For this next set of questions, please answer using a seven point scale where 1 = strongly 
disagree and 7 = strongly agree." 
 
Team Focused DVs: 
 
•Perceived Team Meaningfulness  (5 items): (scale: 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly 
agree) 
The group will care about what it does.   
The group will believe that its work was valuable.  
The group will believe that the projects are significant. 
The group will feel that the purpose is important.  
The group will find what it is trying to do to be meaningful. 
 
•Perceived Team Psychological Safety  (6 items): (scale: 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = 
strongly agree) 
I think if you make a mistake in this group, it will be held against you.   
Members of this group will be able to bring up problems and tough issues.  
People in this group will reject others for being different.   
It will feel safe to take a risk in this group.   
It will be difficult to ask other members of this group for help.  
No one in this group would deliberately act in a way that undermines my efforts.   
Working with members of this group, my unique skills and talents will be valued and utilized.   
 
•Perceived Team Potency  (8 items): (scale: 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree) 
The group will have confidence in itself.   
The group will believe it could be extremely good at producing high-quality work. 
The group will expect to be known as a high-performing team.  
The group will feel it could solve any problem.   




The group will be able to get a lot done when it works hard. 
The group will believe that no job was too tough.   









“Please think back and recall the leader, Dr. Holloway’s, comments at the beginning of the 
meeting, as you answer the following questions.” 
 
•Diversity Measure:  
 
The leader specifically mentioned the functional diversity of members of the project in the 
meeting.”  (Scale: 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree).   
 
The leader specifically mentioned the importance of each individual’s perspective in the 




How explicit was the leader about mentioning the functional diversity of members of the project 
in the meeting?”  (Scale: 1 = not at all explicit to 7 = very explicit).   
 
How explicit was the leader about mentioning the importance of each individual’s perspective in 




In introducing the meeting, the leader (Choose one):  
A. Specifically mentioned that the functional backgrounds of group members were 
important.   
B. Specifically mentioned that each individual group member’s perspective was important.   






•Team Emphasis Measure:  
 
“The leader specifically mentioned the importance of being part of a team in the meeting.”  
(Scale: 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree).   
----------------------------------------------page break--------------------------------------------------- 
 
“How explicit was the leader about mentioning that group members were a part of a team?”  
(Scale: 1 = not at all explicit to 7 = very explicit).   
----------------------------------------------page break--------------------------------------------------- 
 
In introducing the meeting, the leader (Choose one):   
A.  Mentioned that the group members were a part of a team.   
B.  Did not mention that group members were a part of a team. 
 
•Purpose Clarity Measure: Are subjects clear about the purpose of the meeting? 
 
In introducing the meeting, how clear was the leader in defining the purpose of the meeting.  
(Scale: 1 = not clear at all to 7 = very clear). 
----------------------------------------------page break--------------------------------------------------- 
 
In introducing the meeting, how clear was the leader about the topics to be discussed in the 
meeting?  (Scale: 1 = not clear at all to 7 = very clear). 
----------------------------------------------page break--------------------------------------------------- 
 
 In introducing the meeting, the leader (Choose Yes/No for each):   
A.  Mentioned the need to discuss roles & responsibilities  
B.  Mentioned the need to discuss group norms   











Recent research on decision-making shows that choices are affected by context.  Differences in 
how people feel, their previous knowledge and experience, and their environment can affect 
choices.  To help us understand how people make decisions, we are interested in information 
about you. 
 
Specifically, we are interested in whether you actually take the time to read directions; if not 
some results may not tell us very much about decision-making in the real world.  To show that 
you have read the instructions, please ignore the question below about how you are currently 
feeling and instead check only “Strong” as your answer.  Thank you very much. 
 
Please check all words that describe how you are currently feeling. 
 
Interested   Hostile 
Distressed   Enthusiastic 
Excited   Proud 
Upset    Irritable 
Scared    Active 
Guilty    Afraid 












“Thank you for completing the questions about the vignette.  We would now like to ask you 




1.  Age:  Which category below includes your age?   
 






60 or older 
 







3.  Race/ethnicity:  Which race/ethnicity best describes you? (Please choose only one.) 
  
American Indian or Alaskan Native 
Asian / Pacific Islander 





White / Caucasian 
Multiple ethnicity / Other (please specify) 
 
4.  Educational attainment:  What is the highest level of school you have completed or the 
highest degree you have received?   
 
Less than high school degree 
High school degree or equivalent (e.g., GED) 





5.  Years of work experience: 
 
1 to 2 years 
3 to 5 years 
6 to 10 years 
11 to 15 years 
16-20 years 
20 or more years 
 
6.  Employment status (full-time/part-time): 
 
Employed, working 40 or more hours per week 
Employed, working 1-39 hours per week 
Not employed, looking for work 
Not employed, NOT looking for work 
Retired 









7.  Industry of employment:  Which of the following best describes your current occupation? 
(Check all that apply) 
 
Computer and Mathematical Occupations 
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media Occupations 
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations 
Healthcare Support Occupations 
Architecture and Engineering Occupations 
Life, Physical, and Social Science Occupations 
Business and Financial Operations Occupations 
Protective Service Occupations 
Farming, Fishing, and Forestry Occupations 
Construction and Extraction Occupations 
Sales and Related Occupations 
Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations 
Office and Administrative Support Occupations 
Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations 
Personal Care and Service Occupations 
Management Occupations 
Legal Occupations 
Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations 
Community and Social Service Occupations 
Production Occupations 
Education, Training, and Library Occupations 
Transportation and Materials Moving Occupations 


















Other (please specify) 
 
9.  Years of managerial experience: 
 
1 to 2 years 
3 to 5 years 
6 to 10 years 
11 to 15 years 
16-20 years 
20 or more years 
 













Well Begun is Half Done: The Impact of Initial Leader Framing on Cross-Functional Team 
Member Perceptions 
Debriefing Statement 
Principal Investigator: Antony G. Hacking 
E-mail: agh45@tc.columbia.edu 
 
Thank you for participating in this study.  
 
This study is related to impressions team members have of their of cross-functional teams in 
product launch projects.  Our primary focus was to gather information related to people’s 
reactions to the opening remarks of their leaders and the impact those remarks had on the way 
that the team was perceived. 
 
The leaders initial framing remarks that you were exposed to varied in terms of how diversity 
was addressed, how the team identity was framed, and how clear the purpose of the meeting was 
made.  It was expected that those of you who read remarks that were more inclusive with regard 
to diversity, more emphasizing of team, and more clear about the meeting’s purpose then felt 
more positively about aspects of working on the project.   
 
Clarity of purpose and inclusivity with regard to diversity and emphasis on team identity may all 
be important parts of framing a meeting and thus may be important in terms of training, 
developing and advising managers about how to begin cross-functional team meetings in the 
workplace. 
 
Since it is important that participants in this experiment are not aware of the content of the study, 
we ask that you do not discuss this experiment with anyone else until we have completed this 
study. 
 
Thank you for your cooperation. If you have any questions, comments, or suggestions, feel free 
to contact Antony Hacking at agh45@tc.columbia.edu. 
 
**If you are interested in reading more about the ideas on which this study is based, we suggest: 
 
*Edmondson, A. C., & Harvey, J. F. (2018). Cross-boundary teaming for innovation: Integrating research 
on teams and knowledge in organizations. Human Resource Management Review, 28(4), 347-360.   
*Jassawalla, A.R. & Sashittal, H.C.  2000.  Strategies of effective new product team leaders.  California 
Management Review, 42: 34-51. 
*Keller, R.T.  2001.  Cross-functional project groups in research and new product development: diversity, 
communications, job stress, and outcomes.  Academy of Management Journal, 44: 547-555. 
*Lovelace, K., Shapiro, D.L., & Weingart, L.R.  2001.  Maximizing cross-functional new product teams’ 
innovativeness and constraint adherence: A conflict communication perspective.  Academy of 
Management Journal, 44: 779-793. 
